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TO MR. WILBERFORCE. 


LETTER FP. 


THE other branch of your doctrine relates Ps Be: 
to the punishments to which the hereditary sinner 1s 4 ? 


exposed. ‘These, as represented in creeds and con- * es a 
fessions, consist in miseries which it is not in.the Se 

ower of imagination to exceed. They state eo 
that the offspring of Adam have, by his fall, lost pee 


communion with God, are under his wrath and curse, 
and so made liable to all the miseries of this life, to 
death itself, and to the pains of hell forever.” The 
only mitigation of this dreadful sentence is, “God hav- 
ing out of his mere good pleasure from all eternity 
elected some to everlasting life, did enter into a cove~ 
nant of grace to deliver them out of the estate of sin 
and misery, and bring them into an estate of salva 
tion through a Redeemer.” 

The objections against the tenet of hereditary sin 
were simply, that it is unscriptural, irrational, and, 
physically and metaphysically considered, impossible, 
as well as inconsistent with other doctrines held to be 
of equal importance. The charges against this part 
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of the system are of a more serious nature. It con- 
tains sentiments which impeach the Divine character, 
and are totally the reverse of the ideas it is our duty 
to cherish of the Great Universal Parent. 

This sentence of condemnation consists.of three 
parts, being made “liable toall the miseries of this 
life; to death itself ;-—& to the pamsof hell for ever.” 

To ascribe all the miseries of this life to the fal} of 
Adam is merely hypothetical. It far exceeds the 
scripture account, nor is it warranted by facts. Ma- 
ny evils manifestly arise from the original constitu- 
tion of animated natures. Many evils are suffered b 
the brute creation, whose natures could not partake 
of any hereditary change from the fall of Adam. 
The sensitive powers which are the sources of plea- 
sure may in some circumstances become the occasions 
of pain: and that susceptibility of impressions from 
surrounding causes, which is productive of health and 
vigour, may occasionally render our natures subject 
to diseases, as it finally induces the torpor of death. 
Many evils are superadded to the human species 
from the superiority of our make: from the extreme 
delicacy of our feelings : from the nature and extent 
of our connections with every thing around us: from 
the infimte variety of our pursuits, and the number 


of our enjoyments. Animals suffer little more than bo- 


dily pain for the instant. The majority of them have, 
in appearance, very imperfect recollection-of the past, 
and no dread of the future. Their pursuits com- 
mence and cease with animal gratifications. ‘The ob- 
qecte which attract our attention are not to be calcu- 
ated, and every object may prove a source of disap- 
pointment. Our sorrows arise from the recollection 
of past comforts; they are the funeral eulogy of de- 
BGM joys. Framed and situated as we are, various 
iscomfitures must present themselves, from the ey 
constitution of things, without their being evils entail- 
ed upon us by the crime of our progenitors. It will 
pear obvious to every one who attentively studies, 
free frem the bias of system, the nature of man,. his 
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powers, his connexions, his passions and affections, 
that we are as originally intended; and that the 
shock of a single transgression could no more intro- 
duce such various and wonderful combinations, than 
the shock of an earthquake could newly organize the 
whole creation. 

It is the immutable law of annimal natures, that 
sll which are born into this world shall suffer the dis- 
solution of their frames. From this law the human 
species aca as it may be in its faculties, is not exe 
empt. et the human species are expectants of a 
higher state, when their natures shall be rendered ca- 
pable of enjoying permanent existence and more exe 
alted happiness than its present frailties will permit. 
Were they destitute of this expectation, as theycan- 
not claim an exclusive right to immortality, there 
could be no injustice in their being involved in the 
common ruin; with it, they are on. ents the peculiar 
monuments of divine benignity, notwithstanding this 
temporary dishonor. prtre r being our destined 
lot, where is the injury in rendering our grand pro- 
genitor the parent of this mortal race ? or the impro- 
priety of constituting his disobedience to the divine 
eommand, the medium of its introduction ?  sinee it 
inculeates this important lesson, that disobedience 
disqualifies for the enjoyment of permanent exist- 
ence ? Sin entered into the world through the first 
man, as he was the first sinner; but as there is not 
the most distant reason to expect that his offspring 
would have been created with more perfect disposi- 
tions and stronger powers than he enjoyed, each like 
him, would doubtless have yielded to his own temp- 
tation: and the divine law bemg in force, that the 
wages of sin shall be death, these wages would have 
been universally the awards of our personal transgres~ 
sions. This statement must not only appear conso- 
hent with every attribute of Deity, but to every one 
who believes in primitive and rational Christianit 
indicative of the divine benignity. He wal, in that 
system, discover, that indemnification is promised to 
the virtuous part of our race, through the instrumen- 
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tality of one who is termed the Second Adam, and 
whose perfection of character entitles him to the 
high honour of bemg the Saviour of mankind ; for 
we are taught, that “as in Adam all died, so in 
Christ shall all be made alive.” 

According to this constitution of things, should it 
not perfectly quadrate with prior ideas or expecta- 
tions, no injustice in the conduct of Deity towards his 
creatures can be discovered, or suspected. Ample 
provision is made for the reparation of temporary in- 
juries; and though we may not completely trace the 
whole plan of Providence, we can trace marks of wis- 
dom and beneficence through the mists of obscurit 
which still remain. But to believe that the human 
race is rendered liable to the permanent inextinguish- 
able wrath of God, and ta the pains of hell for ever, 
on account of the transgression of their forefather, or 
in consequence of any taint they have been necessi- 
tated to receive from him, is an extravagance that 
has never been equalled. 

It has been asserted, and I think indisputably pro- 
ved, that the doctrine of hereditary depravity has no 
countenance from scripture, and that every text ur- 
ged in support of that idea demands a different sign 
fication. We must new remark, that the eternal pun- 
ishment of hereditary sin ts likewise a phantom of the 
brain, a mere dream, and no revelation. 

It must be remarked, that the doctrine of our being 
liable to eternal misery on account of original sin, has 
‘not so.much as dubious phraseology, or the sound of 
a single text to support it. Most of the errors of sys- 
tematic divines, whether of the Romish or Calvinistic 
church,proceed from their not possessing any clue to di- 
rect them through the diversities and apparent con- 
trarieties of scripture language. The particularstyle 
of each author, the nature of the subject, the state 
& circumstances of the persons addressed, &c. have 
been occasions of fone phraseology, and this has 
been made to countenance every religious hypothesis 
which the caprice of man has imagined, from the ex- 
. travagancies ef Transubstanciation on the one han 
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to those of-Antinomianism on the other. In fact, al- 
most every absurdity which has disgraced theclogy 
has arisen from literal interpretations being given to 
passages in holy writ, where the first principles o1 
reason and the essential doctrines of christianity de- 
mand a figurative metaphorical sense. But on the 
present uestion, the opposite conduct has been pur- 
sued. he doctrine appears so enchanting, that lan- 
guage has been strained and distorted, in order to give 
it countenance ! The only sentence denounced against 
disobedience, recorded in scripture history, is, “ in 
the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely 
die;” the only apprehension expressed: by Eve, when 
tempted by the serpent, was, “ if she ate of the tree, 
or touched it she should surely die.” After the deed 
was committed, the Lord God, allotting the punish- 
ment to each ollender, passed the following verdict 
alone: he said unto the woman, “ I will greatly 
multiply thy sorrow, and thy conception: in sorrow 
thou shalt bring forth children, sine thy desire shall 
be to thy husband, and he shall rule over thee.”— 
And unto Adam he said, “ Because thou hast heark- 
ened tothe voice of thy wife, and hast eaten of the 
tree of which I emma thee, saying, Thou shalt 
not eat of it ; cursed is the ground for thy sake ; in 
sorrow shalt thou eat of it all the days of thy life ; 
thorns also and thistles shall it bring forth to thee :, 
and thou shalt eat the herb of the field. In the 
sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, till thou re- 
turn unto the ground : for out of tt wast thou taken ; 
for dust thou art and unto dust shalt thou return.” . 
What a predilection for the diffusion of miser 
must that mind have possessed; whiat barbarous 
ideas, worse than Gothic, which dared first to inter- 
pret threats like these to our being made liable to the 
pains of hell for ever, on account of :the first trans- 
gression! What reason can be given for this unusual 
deviation from the literal sense of terms? By what 
rule of interpretation can it be proved, that the death 
denoured in this sentence should signify eternal exis- 
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tence, and an eternal existence in misery ? The er 
ror and absurdity of this interpretation is happily de- 
monstrated by an authority you will not dispute. St, 
Paul,referring to this transgression of our first parents, 
says, “ for as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall 
all be made alive.” ‘The contrast, according to just 
rules of interpretation, must either relate to the pri- 
vation of life bi ane event, and the restoration to life 
by another ; or it must run thus, “ for as in Adam all 
were made eternally miserable, so in Christ shall all 
be made eternally happy.” A contrast which con- 
tradicts itself; for those who are pre-ordained to be 
eternally wretched, can never be eternally happy. 

Neither is there a single passage in any other part 
of sacred writ, in which eternal misery is said to be 
the punishment allotted to the offspring of Adam, on 
account of Adam’s transgression, or that can encour- 
age the most eccentric imagination to draw the in- 
ference. 

We shall, therefore, with a freedom similar to that 
indulged respecting the former article, examine whe- 
ther the doctrine of the eternal misery of Adam’s off- 
spring, on account of his transgression, be consistent 
with those attributes we all professs to ascribe to the 
Deity, whom we unite to pronounce infinitely power- 
ful, wise, just, and good. 

But this freedom shall not prevent our proceeding 
with due caution in the examination of a question up- 
on which our characters may be said in some meas- 
ure to depend ; concerning which, if the doctrine be 
true, the Aiddess of the attack must appear rash and 

xeprehensible ; if false, every one will deem it to be 
impious. Let it therefore be previously noticed, 
that every argument demands a perfect agreement 
of the disputants concerning the signification of the 
terms ire 1 and a mutual conviction of their aptitude 
to the subject. You will doubtless acquiesce in the 
definition, that power is an energy capable of produ- 
cing certain effects ; and the power of an intelligent 
being is the ability of operating some designe@ eflect. 
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By wisdom is understood the perception and applica- 
tion of means adapted tocertain ends. It implies a 
knowledge of the relation in which things stand to 
each other, and the direction of this knowledge to 
gome suitable purpose. By justice is meant the dis- 
position to render to others what is their due. It 
consists in not inflicting punishment beyond their de- 
serts ; and in not depriving them of the good to 
which they have an undoubted claim. By goodness 
the disposition which consults and promotes the wel- 
fare of others to the utmost extent of power. 

It is also presumed that these terms have exactly 
the same import when applied to the character of 
Deity, as in their application to the characters of men : 
that the difference is in degree only, not in nature. 
Without this concession there can be no argumenta- 
tion concerning the attributes of Deity. We shall 
neither understand each other nor ourselves; but 
shall rush into a chaos of incertitude, where nothing 
can be maintained or denied, proved or confuted. 

These observations will, it is hoped, strike you, Sir, 
with all the force of self-evident propositions : but 
they have not been uniformly admitted by advocates 
for the religious sentiments you have espoused. Some 
have imagined that there is one code of moral conduct 
for God, and another for man: that whatever the Di- 
vine Being ordains or effects, must be right and good, 
merely because he is the agent : that his soveretgnty 
renders him superior to every other rule but that of 
his own pleasure. Sentiments like these, which subju- 
gate every principle to the right of the strongest, 
and would render Satan himself wise, just, and good, 
could he but usurp the throne of the Almighty. : 

Let us now apply these principles to the mulory of 
eriginal sin, and inquire how they will accord. The 
doctrine stands thus, i 
_ It was the primary. design of the Almighty, all 
infinitely wise, just, and good God, to create a race 
of beings in order to confer upom them perfection of 
character, and render them eternally happy. Untfor- 
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tunately Satan, an evil spirit, of extraordinary powers, 
and astonishing subtilty ;—but yet a creature of God, 
and as such not above the control of his Maker,—Sa- 
tan, by a single stratagem subverted the whole plan. 
It was not by procuring the annihilation of this new 
world, with its inhabitants, that he destroyed those 
complacential prospects of bliss enjoyed by the divine 
mind, but he involved an infinite majority of its ra- 
tional inhabitants in endless misery. ‘The infernal 
scheme was accomplished by seducing our first parents 
to transgress the divine command, while their whole 
progeny was in their loins ; and the seduction intro- 
duced at once, such a total depravity into human nature, 
as torender the whole progeny of Adam deserving 
of eternal damnation, even before they committed any 
actual transgression. ‘This sin of Adam incensed the 
Deity against the whole human race, and now he de- 
termines to make the beings, who were originally de- 
signed to be partakers of his munificence, the dreadful 
monuments of his wrath. The intended objects of his 
loving kindness, are now the objects of his vindictive 
justice, for crimes of which they were totally ignorant. 
‘The infinite mercy of Deity, however, induced him to 
make a few exceptions, and to elect some from this im- 
mense mass of misery to everlasting life ; out of his 
mere good pleasure, without any superior degree of in- 
nocence on their parts, or the possession of a single 
good quality to recommend them to this peculiar mark 
of divine favour. 

Surely, to every person free from prejudice will the 
above statement, which defies the charge of exaggera- 
tion, ing asa contutation of the doctrine. But 
such is the force of early education, or of predilection 
for a particular system ; and so great is the awe with 
which some minds are struck, when disposed, or as 
they term it, tempted to doubt of tenets, they have been 
taught to regard as sacred, that the greatest absurdi- 
ties lie concealed from the eye, if they put on a rell- 
gious garb ; and the same understandings which de- 
spise common extravagances, will bend the knee to 
those contained in their theological creeds ! 
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Is it not self-evident that if God foresaw from all 
eternity, the seduction of Adam, and if he ordained 
from all eternity, to save the elect out of the general 
wreck, either, that it was not the primary intention of 
the Supreme Being, to render Adam and his posterity 
happy, or that he failed in the attempt ? We cannot 
make the former supposition without denying to the 
Deity the only motive that was worthy of him. Nay, 
we must suppose that he decreed to form, that is, to 
compel into existence, beings innumerable, whose eter- 
nal misery he distinctly foresaw. Can the imagination 
devise a determination of cruelty equal to this ? Is it 
possible for such a doctrine to be true, and the Deity 
to possess the charactcr ascribed to him by the apostle 
Join, when he says, “ God is love ;” a being essen- 
tially benignant ? Could a good being form creatures 
for sach an unworthy purpose, when the very definition 
of benignity is a disposition to diffuse all possible hap- 

yiness ? 

The partial exertion of sovereignty in the predesti- 
nation of a few to eternal life, which iseagerly urged 
as a proof of the infinite mercy of God, is in. fact an 
evidence to the contrary. The salvation of this se- 
lected few, must now be considered as a full indication 
of the Divine Power, to save those destined to perdi- 
tion, had he chosen it ; and therefore it necessarily lim- 
its the divine benignity. Had the whole human race 
been involved in one equal ruin, we might have la- 
mented that Satan should thus triumph over the bene- 
volent designs of our Maker ; and we might, even in 
misery, have venerated the disposition which prompted 
to make us happy. But to display in this small spe- 
cimen his power, while the disposition continues averse 
to the promotion of the grand primitive design, is an 
astonishing limitation of goodness ; and what increases 
the astonishment is, its being eflectuated by the machi- 
nations of an infernal spirit ! 

Most advocates for the distinguishing tenets of Cal- 
Vinism, seem to be much more deeply impressed with. 
the idea of power, than with any other of the Divine 
attributes ; and to be much more cautious not to com- 
mitan offence, by placing limits to the exertions of this 
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power, than to the manifestations of wisdom ang good 

ness. "Ihe abettors of such sentiments should be pe- 
culiarly careful not to support a doctrine which virtu- 
ally destroys the sovereignty of God, and transfers 
that attribute to his grand antagonist. This corrup. 
tion of the whole human race, and peopling the do- 
minion of sin and misery with such multitudes of sub- 
jects, loudly proclaim the triumph, and extend the so- 
vereignty of Satan over the wide region of the damn. 
ed, while that of the great Creator is contracted to the 
small province of the elect! He is now deprived of 
every power, beyond this jurisdiction, but that of in- 
flicting punishment ! 

Can we venerate the infinite wisdom of God, and 
believe that his plans were disconcerted by the wiles 
of an apostate spirit ? Can we imagine tliat he should 
have miscalculated the powers of his new favourite 
man, on the one hand, and the artifices of the Devil on 
the other; and thus have inadvertantly exposed the 
representatives ofythe human race to a combat, to 
which he was created so unequal ? According to this 
scheme the very prescience of God is an impeachment 
of his wisdom, since he must thus have concerted 
a plen which he knew would prove abortive ! 

if we attend to the plan itself it will, in every re- 
spect, appear unworthy of Deity. Fn other cases where 
we trace the divine footsteps, we discover marks of 
wisdom ; we judge them to be of God from the stamp 
of excellency impressed upon them : but who can pos- 
sibly discern the wisdom of a constitution, which not 
only failed in the primitive design, but inevitably ex- 
posed the vast majority of mankind to endless woe ! 
What marks of design worthy of God do we trace, in 
resting the character and felicity of numberless beings, 
on the single act of a frail individual ? rendering them 
nominally good or bad, really happy, or wretched, by 
imputation and proxy? If it be an essential character 
of wisdom to discern and adapt means to ends, that 
some valuable purpose may be obtained, it,surely can- 
not be found in a doctrine that represents the means to 
be inadequate, and the issue the reverse of what was 
mgeed, that is, the reverse of every thing wise and 
sood. 
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If it be one property of justice not to inflict pos 
nent beyond desert, can the utmost stretch o es + 
nation conceive of an act of injustice equal to the 
conduct imputed to the Supreme, which has exposed 
«numbers beyond enumeration,” to eternal misery 
for a single act of their primogenitor, while they 
were sleeping in inconsciousness ? Can any act be more 
unjust than the judicial pumshment of the imnocent 
for imputed crimes ?—than, to rank those who have 
never transgressed, in the class of the vilest offenders, 
for a conduct over which they could have no influ- 
ence: and to exclude them from the pardon you al- 
low to have been granted to the real offender ? Had 
sop lived in the Christian Era, and been informed 
that sucha tenet was maintained by some professors 
of Christianity, we should have sus, ected that the 
fable of the wolf and the lamp, which every in- 
venuous school boy reads with indignation, had ad 
ri 4c, to satirize and confute so extravagant an 
idea ! 

You say, that this multitude, dvomed to eternal 
perdition, fall a sacrifice to the vindictive justice of 
God, whose laws have been violated by the grand 
representative of the human race. But can Deity 
be unjust and cruel to others, that he may be just to 
himself? The satisfaction of the attribute justice, is, 
in reality, a simple abstract idea. Justice suffers no 
misery if it be not satisfied ; and it cannot demand 
the misery of millions who never intentionally offend- 
edit. Besides, since the claims of vindictive justice 
have been waved in the salvation of the elect, what 
can haye rendered them so inexorable respecting the 
reprobate ? Or why should its claims be paramount 
to those of every other attribute? Are they more 
sacred than those of benignity and compassion ? Must 
this so peremptorily demand millions of victims, and 
are the others to be easily satisfied with a few scat- 
tered monuments of mercy ? ‘al 

But the principal datcers of your fundamental 
doctrine is founded upon a supposed covenanant, 
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which it is said God entered into with Adam ; ac- 
cording to which it was stipulated, that he and ‘ig 

osterity should enjoy eternal tife, in consequence of 
Pi. sri Mars It is therefore pleaded, that as Adam 
submitted to the terms, the Deity is fully justified in 
executing the sentence denounced against disobedi- 
énce. 

The first answer to this assertion is, that it is q 
mere assertion, and no revelation. Among the nu- 
merous covenants really mentioned in the Old or 
New ‘Testament, it is no where to be found. Those 
upon record are obviously just, most of them replete 
with benignity and love. hey are all worthy ofa 
God, worthy of a being to be adored. Not one of 
them has the most distant reference to the fall of 
Adam ; and we shall search in vain for a stipulation so 

formed, that a breach of its conditions on the part of 
man should involve myriads ef mnocent beings in 

-endless misery. 

The idea of a covenant is solely entertained asa 
subterfuge, under which distresssed argument may 
shelter itself ; but it is totally adequate to the pur 
pose. A moment’s reflection will convince you, that 
it. was unworthy of the Deity, and ill adapted to the 
state of man. If you suppose that Supreme intelli- 
gence did not foresee the issue ef this compact, which 
is the .most favourable supposition we can make,— 
you must admit that it was a desperate venture, to 
place the eternal interests of the whole human race 
upon such an hazard. We are struck with horror 
when we read that the ancient Germans used fre- 
reer to stake the liberty of their wives and chil- 

ren upon the throw of a die, and yet we must imag- 
ine that the Supreme Parent staked the felicity of 
his intellectual offsprmg upon an event that was 
equally precarious. If you acknowledge that he 
foreknew the event, the imputation is infinitely stron- 

ger. In that case, this extolled covenant, which 's 
to settle every difficulty, and vindicate the divine 

ustice, bears all the marks of an illicit contract.— 
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Adam, confiding in the powers newly received from 
his Maker, and deeming them fully adequate to eve- 
ry trial to which the benignant Author of his exis- 
tence would expose him, must have accepted the 
terms in the simplicity and ingenuousness of his heart. 
But his Creator foreknew the dreadful consequences ! 
and what shall we term this, if it be not deceitfully 
taking in the wane if it be not holding out a 
ticket to the grasp, which, upon the face of it prom- 
ised riches immense, while the proposer knew rt 
would be drawn a dreadful blank! Or what shall we 
think of that commiseration, which should propose a 
compact, Omniscience foresaw would be so fata in its 
result! which should expose the dearest interests of 
the universe to the vibration of Adam’s free will, 
with a previous knowledge that it would finally point 
at destruction ! 

You may, perhaps, object that such anguage is 
bold even to rashness ; because, notwithstanding we 
agree in our ideas of justice and goodness in the ab- 
stract, we may frequently err in our application of 
these terms to particular instances ; and because we 
are prone to mistake dispositions and conduct so 
egregiously, that we often deem that to be just and 
good, or to be unjust or cruel, which in fact is the 
very reverse. This objection is admitted ; and when 
duly considered it will be discovered to add strength 
to our argument, and justify every expression that 
has been uttered. 

You cannot maintain that, because we sometimes 
err inour ideas of moral conduct, we must always 
err; for this mode of reasoning would render every 
thing uncertain, and bring us back to a state of con- 
fusion and ignorance. Were this to be established 
as an universal axiom without any exception, it would 
destroy itself. The same evidence, which in certain 
instances, detects that we had misapplied those terms, 
manifests that we do not misapply them always :— 
otherwise we should never be able to correct our 
opinion so effectually, that the mind shall find itself 
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authorized to settle inthe full tonviction-of a truth. 
Let us then attend to the manner in which our for- 
mer errors have been corrected, and we shall dis- 
cover a rule of conduct sullicient to direct us m every 
similar mstance. In all cases we correct our judg. 
ment, alone by rendering ourselves more perfect 
masters of the subject under censideration ; that is, 
by obtaming mmute and accurate information con- 
cermng every circumstance that ean clucidate it; 
and by giving to each circumstance, without reserve, 
its genuine character and due degree of importance. 
Every person of sound intellect is able to judge of 
right and wrong in conduct, when each material arti- 
cle, relative to the act, is fairly placed before him, 
provided his mond be totally free from the bias of 
prejudice, We thus, in some cases, acquire a power 
of discrimmation which we deem infallible. It is thus 
we are able to exculpate or convict in courts of 
judicature ; and venture to decide concerning guilt 
and mnocence, where the life and character of the 
arraigned, that is, all that is valuable to him is at 
stake; and where the character and mental peace 
of the juror himself, depend upon the truth of his 
verdict! it is thus we know that to take what has 
been the property of another, is not always theft ; 
to destroy life is not always to commit nc Sal that 
every act of severity is not always an injustice ; and 
every indulgence granted may not always be a real 
kindness. ‘Thus the conduct of Deity towards his ra- 
tional creatures, may, in many: instances, appear ex- 
tremely severe, perhaps inconsistent with justice.— 
But as we are not fully acquainted with the deserts 
of the individual, on the one hand, nor with the whole 
lan of Providence concerning him on the other, we 
should be rash and precipitate in the extreme, did 
we form our judgment according to these 4 poked 
ces. Did we know the whole, the equ’ty and benig- 
nity of a being, essentially just and aoe must neces- 
sarily be rendered conspicuous; and the coimeidence 
Aetween character and conduct would be fully de- 
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monstrated. As long as the possibility of retribution 
remains, the severest conduct may finally indicate it- 
self to be the truest benignity directed by wisdom ; 
and the full indemnification which Ommipotence is 
able to bestow, may render those trials a subject of 
joy and gratitude, which, in the painful process, ex- 
cited the contrary emotions. hen therefore we 
arrived at the ultimatum concerning a plan, or an ac- 
tion; when we are able to estimate the degree of 
influence belonging to every circumstance surround- 
ing it, we are able to décide concerning its nature and 
character. We may now pronounce verdict without 
hesitation; no further appeal can be made, nor can 
any circumstances present themselves to produce a 
change of opinion. 

Now this is precisely the case with the subject in 
debate. Your doctrine professes to give a history of 
the whole plan of Providence respecting the human 
race ; and to the conduct of Providente towards this 
race are qur ideas necessarily confined. Every es- 
sential part is stated :—the primitive designs of crea- 
tion; the seduction of Satan; the guilt of Adam ; 
the inculpation of his inconscious progeny ; the pun- 
ishment denounced ; the motives for its extreme seve- 
rity—to avenge vindicative justice; the exceptions: 
which annihilate its necessity—the salvation of a 
chosen few in the same predicament, without the 
shadow of a motive. A Bist case has never been 
stated before a court of judicature ; and we may add, 
never could the decision of nor cuitty be pronounced 
with a firmer tone, than we are able to pronounce 
the innocence of Adam’s progeny! Never could a 
court be more assured that particular conduct is un- 
just, cruel, unworthy of its agent, than we may rest 
assured thata just and merciful being cannot sentence 
the mmconseious children of Adam to eternal misery 
on account ef this single act of disobedience ! 

From the inacention to the essential difference 
which particular circumstances necessarily make in 
the nature and charactér of any action, it proceeds 
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that you, and the supporters of your system, are se 
prone to adduce as powerful. arguments, every in- 
stance of divine conduct which bears but the slight- 
est analogy to the subject m question ; although this 
mode of reasoning leads to consequences which your- 
self must reject. It was this which induced you to 
conclude, that, because the Supreme Being admitted 
some evil into the system of things, he is free to mul- 
tiply and diffuse it in the most arbitrary manner, and 
to the greatest extent : which, if true, would, as hath 
been already hinted, aproximate the most opposite 
characters, and render the state of mankind as la- 
mentable under the government of the best of beings, 
as under tyranny of the worst! 

The declaration made to the Jewish people 
by the Almighty, that “he visiteth the iniquity of 
the fathers upon the children to the third and fourth 
generation of them that hate him,” furnishes us with 
another example of the same inconclusive mode of 
reasoning. An argument has been drawn from it, 
that as it is inconsistent with the justice of God to 
visit the iniquity of parents upon their offspring in 
one instance, why not in all he answer upon the 
principles a ted above is obvious. When circum- 
stances which have an apparent similiarity indicate 
themselves, upon close examination, to be essentially 
different, no argument from so slight and imperfect 
an analogy can be,admitted. ‘This threat may prove 
itself to be within the sphere not only of justice, but 
of benignity. ‘The good enjoyed may yet surpass the 
evils suffered; and undoubtedly will surpass the de- 
serts of the offending sufferer. The threat was in- 
tended to prevent the offence ; while it shuts no 
door to the repentance which severity is calculated 
and designed to promote: and which will be sueceed- 
ed by the return of the divine fayour and protection. 
Whatrelation has such an admonition with that fina! 
state of things, where punishmext infinitely exceeds 
personal demerit, repentance can be of no avail, aud 
* hope never comes that comes to all ?” We must als® 
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observe, that, according to the manifest constitution 
of human affairs, a regular series of cause and eilect 
is established inevery station and relation of life ;— 
and the nature and complexion of the one, will be 
according to the tendency of the other. Parents 
are not only the source of the existence, but of the 
lot of their offspring. Both the prosperity and dis- 
tress of children, in cases innumerable, depend upon 
the success or adversity, the prudence or imprudence, 
the virtuous or vicious conduct of the authors of their 
being. It was therefore a benignant admonition 
which warned the Israelites that the effects of a re- 
bellious conduct would extend their pernicious influ- 
ence beyond the existant generation ; that by trans- 
mitting an idolatrous spirit to their posterity, they 
necessarily transmit the punishments annexed to it.— 
In the same declaration they are informed, that mer- 
cy would be shewn to thousands of those who loved 
him and kept his commandments. In this very pas- 
sage, havens the divine benignity shines conspicu- 
ous, both in the threat and in the promise ; and the 
disposition to shew mercy is represented as greatly 
exceeding that to chastise; perfectly harmonizing 
with the many other assurances, that he is slow to an- 
ger, and plenteous in mercy : that he will not always 
chide, nor retain his anger for ever. Assurances as 
opposite to the system we are combatting as the me- 
ridian day to the gloom of midnight; as the joys of 
heaven to the pangs of hell. Ifthatsystem be true, 
the punishment is inflicted upon souls that could not 
be admonished by the threat; the visitation is an 
eternity of pure pr ai misery ; the Deity is 
quick to revenge, infinitely slow to pardon ; he doth 
chide where there is no fault ; ar his anger endu- 
reth for ever without any just provocation ! 

If arguments from slight analogies formed upon 
admitted facts thus prove inconclusive, those deduced 
from vague conjecture ought to prove more unsatis« 
factory. Jn your attempt to convince the sceptic ot 
the truth of the Christian religion, which, accerding 
Cc 
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to your creed, necessarily comprehends the belief‘oj’ 
this doctrine ; you demand of him whether « all this 
weight of evidence is to be over-balanced by this one 
difficulty on a subject so confessedly high and myste- 
rious ? considering, too, that he must allow we see but 
a.part,—oh, how small a part of the universal crea- 
tion of God, and that our faculties are incompetent to. 
judge of the scheme of his infinite wisdom.” Not to 
observe that the whole mystery on the subject is,. 
that any man of sense can admit sucha doctrine with- 
out evidence, and that every difficulty is at ence re- 
moved by rejecting it ; not to repeat what has al- 
ready been advanced to prove the futility of your 
reasoning concerning the incompetency of the human 
faculties, to judge of religious tenets ; it is very appa- 
rent from the above passage, that you feel yourself 
necessitated to plunge into the immensity of creation in 
search of an argument to justify your hypothesis. — 
We shall follow you for a moment, attempt to give 
shape and consistency to vague ideas sobbed under 

eneral expressions, and shew that your system can 
Satis no consolation or support trom: this quarter. 
Your observation can only be relevant to the subject 
by its suggesting, that the plan of Providence towards 
our first parents and their offspring, may be intimately 
eonnected with, and exert an important influence 
over, some other part of the universal system. But 
we can: conceive of no other influence than the force 
of example ; and the only object of this example 
must be to deter other probationary beings from the 
imitation of a: similar conduct. If this, Sir, be your 
meaning, the objections against it are as formidable 
as any that have been urged agaist the doctrine 
which gave it existence. How large do you imagine 
the number of these parental representatives of fu- 
ture offsprings, which reqeee such an expense of 
happiness in order to keep them in awe ? What ideas 
shall we form of their primitive character, if methods 
like these are requisite to retain them in their alle- 
giance ? Must they not be too depraved to merit 
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such sacrifices ? Or dare we for a moment entertain 
the horrid idea that the divine wisdom and goodness. 
can discover no better methods in order to teach les- 
sons of obedience to surrounding worlds ? Can cru- 
elty and injustice become the basis of the moral gov- 
ernment of the most perfect of bemgs ? Will he cre- 
ate a mass of misery among one race of his creatures 
that another may escape it? It is most true, Sir, that 
we cannet fathom the depths of infinite wisdom.— 
« The ways of the most perfect Being are not as our 
ways, nur his thoughts as our thoughts.” ‘They are 
infinitely better,not infinitely worse. They are “ high as 
the heavens above our thoughts and our ways,” not 
deeper than the abyss below them! If this condem- 
nation of the human race for the sin of Adam be it- 
self cruel and unjust, as you acknowledge yourself 
sometimes tempted to suspect, the utmost extent of 
its uses cannot alter its nature. We are forbidden to 
do evil that geod may come ; and infinite perfection 
will never set us the example. ‘Tyranny itself in its 
most wanton exertions, has never deyised or executed 
a plan so extravagant; has never attempted to re- 
tain one class of subjects in obedignee, by gibbeting 
the innocent offspring of another! 

These pita may possibly convince you, that 
your embryo argument again proceeds from a very de- 
fective analogy. You must now suppose that, be- 
cause exemplary punishment may be useful among 
one class of frail and imperfect creatures, it becomes 
absolutely requisite to prevent the frailties and im- 
perfections of another :—because the guilty are made 
to suffer for the good of the community they have in- 
jured, the innocent offspring of the guilty may be ex- 
posed to sufferings — leled, for the good of a 
state with which they have no other connexion ;— 
because pains and imprisonments form too large a 
portion of our defective governments, they are abso- 
lutely necessary under the perfect administration of 
amost perfect Being, to retain one part of the unk 
versal system in obedience ; and that he has created 
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a race or races of beings, whose powers and disposi- 
tions have been exactly adapted to such disingenuous 
motives. 

Thus, my good Sir, do we find, open taking not a 
partial and superficial, but a full and comprehensive 
survey of this doct::ne, as stated by its warmest ad- 
vocates, that it is surrounded by the most formidable 
objections ; objections which cannot be confuted nor 
evaded. Your system, professing to lay the whole 

lan of Providence before us, enables us to judge of 
its nature and complexion: and we may safely pro- 
nounce that it 1s inconsistent with the perfections of 
Deity. The divine attributes are so implicated in this 
transaction, that one cannot possibly escape without 
the impeachment of some other. ‘There must have 
been a deficiency in foresight, in wisdom, in power, 
in justice, or in goodness, or the event as represented 
in your system, could not have happened. If Satan 
deceived the Allwise, then was he still wiser :—if he 
succeeded in opposition to the exertions of the Al- 
mighty to prevent the evil, then was he more pow- 
eriul :—if the event took place with his concurrence 
or connivance, then was it conspiracy with the evil 
one, contrary to @il the principles of justice, goodness, 
and commiseration ; som] he whose nature and char- 
acter it 1s to hate sin and misery, formed a league 
with Satan'to render them perpetual! Surely, Su, 
these inductions, flowing so necessarily from your 
system, ought to make you tremble. Look at it 
again, and say, Cana doctrine which contains such an 
accumulation of absurdities and impieties, be deemed 
honourable to our C.cator ? ought it to be consider- 
ed as the basis of true Christianity ? i 

If you still remain unconvinced of your error, res 
pocung the doctrine itself, you will, it is hoped, con- 
clude from the above train of reasoning, that when 
the nommal Christian renounces a doctrine you 
think. so essential, he may also be actuated by a con- 
cern for the honour of God ; that it is not a desire to 
extel human nature ina manner flattering to human 
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pride, which ‘prompts him to a this original de- 
pravity, with its consequent punishment; nora wish 
toshew himself wise above what is written, which 
induces him to reject the supposed covenant as. apo- 
cryphal, and contemplate its conditions with horror: 
He argues not for himself, but the character of his 
God, and your God is intimately concerned in the de- 
bate : that Being whom we are commanded both te 
love and imitate. Since it is enjoined upon us that 
we “ be perfect as our heavenly Father is perfect,” 
how important is it that we entertain the most worthy 
ideas of the divine character and conduct, im order 
that obedience to his commands may be in unison 
with the imitation of his example ! But if your sys- 
tem be true, the imitation of the divine model would 
naturally lead us to be incautious, or unjust, or cruel ; 
implacable in our resentments, and partial in our for- * 
civeness. We also should feel ourselves entitled to 
revenge every injury under the. pretext of satisfying 
vindictive justice ; for if justice in the abstract neces- 
sarily requires the punishment of the offender, nei- 
ther can we pardon without committing an offence 
against it, by being unjust to ourselves. 

We are commanded to “love the Lord our God 
with all our hearts, with all oursouls, with all our 
might;”but this devout and ardent affection can only be 
founded upon aconyiction of his superlative goodness. 
Every sentiment that has a tendency to check this con 
viction,must inevitably damp the ardor of our affection- 
Every sentiment that largely displays the divine be- 
nignity is calculated to fan the devout flame. In the 
doctrine of original sin, and its ordained consequences, 
most certain it is that the universal benevolence of 
the Deity is not rendered conspicuous; much less is 
it represented in a manner adapted to warm the gen- 
erous heart. The only love that can be excited con- 
sistent with its Ba is the personal gratitude of 
the elect, for what they justly term astonishing and 
unmerited fayour. Out of this small circle, the Uni- 
versal Parent must become an object of terror, ‘The 
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duty must therefore be confined to them ; for the 
non-elect, ee rig no essential benignity, cannot 
possibly perform it. They must be as destitute of 
motives, as you deem them destitute of power. There 
is selfishness also in the affection of the elect, which 
diminishes the lustre of so excellent a disposition ;— 
for a due regard to that other command, “ thou shalt 
love thy neighbour as thyself,’ would disqualify a 
benevolent mind for the enjoyment of this exclusive 
felicity. It would lament tne misery of the damned 
too deeply to feel satisfaction at the distinguished Ta- 
vour conierred upon itself ;—unless, indeed, you ad- 
mit another extravagance, and suppose it will be the 
office of the same spirit which softens the Christian’s 
heart in this world, to harden it ina more exalted 
state! 

How different this contracted monopelizing tem- 
per, and the scheme which inspires it, from that in- 
a by aconviction of the universal benignity of 

eity, entitling us to call upon the whole earth * to 
rejoice that the Lord God Omnipotent reigneth!” 
from being fully assured that “ hia throne is estab- 
lished in righteousness, and that his mercy endureth 
for ever !” Sentiments like these must impress the 
wicked in the hour of reflection; and they communi 
cate joy unalloyed to the benevolent christian as often 
‘as his mind yields itself up to their full impression ! 


* 


COOCO-<BE- HO MMOME COS 
AN IMPORTANT QUESTION EXAMINED. 


“ For if the trumpet give an uncertain sound, who shall prepare himself 
‘¢ for the battle. So likewise ye, except ye utter words easy to be under 
* stood, how shall it be known what is spoken ? for ye shall speak into the 
i‘ sir oe 

“ if Lknow not the meaning of the voice, I shall be unto him that speak- 


* eth a barbarian, and he that speaketh shall be a barbarian unto me.” 
St. Paul. 





QUESTION :—Can it be properly saith that a per- 
son believes the truth affir by a proposition, the 
terms of which he does not understand ? 
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[N every proposition there are certain words on 
. which the meaning essentially depends. The import 
of these terms musi be understood or we cannot un- 
derstand what is affirmed. - whi 

Example. ‘The Square Root of one hundred is ten. 
I may have a clear idea of the import of the terms 
one hundred, and the term ten ; but still I shall be ig- 
norant of the truth affirmed unless I knew the mean- 
ing of the words Square Root. Can I, then, believe in 
the truth of the pep sition while I am ignorant of 
what is affirmed : pega 

Answer. Ifthe A ah ce ee be stated by a scholar 
on whose veracity I rely, I may believe that he speaks 
the truth, although F am ignorant of the truth he af- 
firms. But itas one thing to believe that what is sta- 
ted is true, and another to believe in the éruth itself.— 
[ may have such confidence in the esshity ¢ and ve- 
racity of another person, as to believe that he speaks 
the truth, while F know not the meaning of one word 
he uses. He may affirm something ima foreign lan- 
suage, with which F have no acquaintance, and I may 
verily believe that his deelaration is true, while I am 
perfectly ignorant of the truth he affirms. But to be- 
lieve in the truth affirmed we must have a perception of 
that truth. This, however cannot be had prior to a 
knowledge of the meaning of the terms adopted. 

As words are often ambiguous, we must not only 
know seme meaning to the several terms used, but we 
must know the particular sense of the words in the 
ie proposition, or its meaning will not be under- 
stood. | 

Example. There are three minutes in one league. 

Here we have two principal words, hoth of which 
are ambiguous, viz. minutes and league. ‘The term 
minutes is used to denote the records of a court ; 
sketches or memorandums of events, transactions or 
discourses ; the sixtieth parts of an hour, and the six- 
tieth parts of a degree. The term league is used for 
a contract between two or more persons ; it also de- 
notes a measure of three miles, or the twentieth part of 
a degree. 
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To understand the proposition last stated, we must 
know the particular sense of its terms. For if we 
mistake the meaning of either of the principal words, 
we necessarily mistake the sense of the proposition. 

Suppose the words to be used by a man of known 
information and veracity in a company of unlearned 
men; from confidence iv the speaker they might all 
believe that his affirmation contained a truth. But in 
how many different senses might his language be un- 
derstood, by attaching different ideas to the terms he 
used. . 

- One acquainted with geography takes the true idea, 
that a league is a measure of three miles. | 

Another by minutes understands time, and thinks 
that a league is such a distance as requires three 
minutes in sailing or rdnning. 

A third, by league understands a contract, and by 
minutes written particulars of a transaction. He 
supposes that the speaker affirmed that in a certain 
contract three distinct particulars were implied. 

A fourth, by league understands contruct, and by 
minutes time; he takes the idea of a contract which 
required three minutes.for writing, or which was to be 
binding on the parties only for the space of three 
minutes. ? . 

A fifth, by league understands a contract, and by 
three minutes, so many miles. Of course he forms the 
idea of an enormous contract three miles in length. 

Others of the company might form ideas different 
from any of these, and others still might have no detl- 
nite idea communicated to their minds. Thus a com- 
pany of a hundred persons, from confidence in the 
speaker, might believe his declaration to be true, while 
bat one believes in the truth affirmed. All who mis- 
take the meaning of the terms, mistake the import of 
the proposition; and while they believe it to be true, 
their real belief is according to their mistaken views of 
the terms. | : 

From confidence in the scriptures as the oracles of 
God, a person may believe that every proposition in 
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‘he Bible is true, and yet he may be ignorant of nine 
tenths of the truths affirmed in that sacred book. 

Several persons may agree in a belief that a certain 
bible proposition is true, and yet each one may havea 
different opinion from any of the others as to the mean. 
ing of the text. 

‘Example. “ Thou art the Curist the Son of the 
Livine Gop.” | 

Christians of every denomination believe that this 
proposition is true ; and true in the sense which Peter 
used the terms, ‘They, also, agree in the belief that 
Jesus was the Christ or promised Messiah. Thus far 
they unitedly believe not only that the proposition 
is true, but in the truth affirmed. ‘They moreover 
agree that there is truth in the affirmation that Christ is 
the Son of the Livinc Gop. But, still, how various 
is their belief in respect to the sense in which he is the 
Son of God, or the ground on which he is so called. 

One affirms that Christ is one of three persons in the 
one God, and eternally begotten. 

A second, that he is one of three persons in the one 
God, and called a son on account of his Mediatorial 
office. 

A third, that he is one of the three persons, and 
called a son on the ground of his becoming incarnate. 

A fourth, that he is one of tne three persons, and 
called a son because his human nature was “ created by 
an immediate act.” : 

A fifth, that he is one of the three persons, and that 
the man united to him was called the Son of God as 
saints are sons of God. : 

A sixth, supposes him to bea super-angelic creature, 
and as such called the Son of God. 

A seventh, supposes him to be a mere man, extraor- 
dinarily endued, and thus called the Son of God. 

An eighth, supposes him to be a human being who 
had pre-existence, and was in a peculiar manner uni- 
ted to the one God, the Father, so that in him dwelt all 
the fulness of the Godhead ; and, therefore, called the 
Son of God. | 

A ninth, supposesvhat he was truly a man, who had 
no pre-existence, but was united tefthe Deity as mti- 
DP 
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mately as our souls are united to our bodies ; and that 
he is called the Son of God on the ground of the mi- 
raculous conception. 

A tenth, supposes him to be truly and properly the 
Son of the tivinc Gop ; that he derived his existence 
from Deity as a son from a father before any creature 
was formed; and that he became man by a miraculous 
union to a human body. 

Although all Christians may believe that Peter’s 
proposition is true, m affirming that Jesus Christ is, in 
some sense or other, the Son of God, yet no one can 
believe that it is true in all these various senses. The 
last accords with the natural import of this language 
used respecting him, “ own Son,” only begotten Son of 
God, &c. And if this bethe true sense, those who be- 
lieve him to be the Son of God in either of the other 
senses, do not believe the truth affirmed by Peter. But 
by mistaking the meaning of his words, “the Son of 
the living God,” they mistake the import of his confes- 
sion, and believe in error ;—as really so, as the man 
did who: believed in the existence of a contract three 
miles long on hearing it said that there are three min- 
utes in one league. 

Hence we infer that a man’s professing to believe 
that a proposition is true, is no certain evidence that he 
believes the truth thus affirmed. ‘To be satisfied that 
a m:n believes the truth contained in any article of faith 
we must be satisfied that he understands the terms.— 
If it be evident that he does not know the meaning of 
the words, it will, also, be evident] that he does not 
know the sense of the proposition. 

We may, also, observe, that a proposition may be 
strictly true, and a man may firmly believe it to be 
true, and yet by mistaking the terms, his sentiment or 
faith may be perfectly erroneous. <A creed, or confes- 
sion of faith, may he perfectly correct ; a man may 
adopt and subseribe it believing it to be true ; and yet 
his real opinions may be perfectly inconsistent with the 
opinions expressed in the articles he subseribed. A 
number of persons may unite in adopting the same ar- 
ticles of faith while they are really opposed to each 

her insentiment. 
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In the light of the preceding observations let us 
now candidly examine another propositon, and the 
faith of its advocates. 

Proposition, “ There are three distinct persons in 
one God.” 

This is viewed, by many, as an article of the first 
importance in theology ; 1t therefore demands a care- 
ful and thorough exammmation. And as it is not in the 
Bible we may safely criticise onits import, as we would 
upon any o:her proposition invented by man. It is 
with this, as with all others, to believe what is affirm- 
ed, we must first understand the terms. Without this, 
we know not what is affirmed, nor what is believed 
by those who say that the proposition is an article of 
their faith. And if they do not understand the terms, 
how do they knew what they believe ? 

Had the proposition been expressed in a foreign 
language with which we have no acquaintance, should 
we not have needed a distinct explanation of the 
words ? Would it have been consistent to adopt the 
proposition as an article of faith prior to knowmg the 
meaning of its terms ? It is indeed expressed in our 
own language, and in terms which are common and 
familiar, yet if we do not know the sense in which 
they are here used, we do not know what is affirmed. 

he terms are used according to their natural im- 
port and common acceptation, or they are not. If 
they are, the proposition contains the same absurdity 
as saying there are three distinct persons in one King. 
For the term God in its common acceptation as real- 
ly means one personas the term King. And by three 
distinct persons we usually mean three distinct beings, 
as really as'when we say three distinct men. ‘There- 
fore, according to the common acceptation of lan- 
guage the proposition is of this import, viz. there 
are three distinct beings in one being, or three distinct 
persoxs in one person, or three distinct Gods in one 
God. 

But as the advocates for the proposition disavow 
these ideas, must they not admit that they use the 
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terms in a sense, foreign from their common significa. 
tion ? And when terms which are common and fa. 
miliar, are used in a foreign sense from their natural 
import, do they not require as distinct explanation as 
words of a foreign language ? And until this explanation 
be given, is not the meaning of the proposition a mat- 
ter of mere conjecture ? Yea, and are not people in 
more danger of being misled by common rok familiar 
terms, when used in an uncommon or unnatural sense, 
than by words with which they have had no acquain- 
tance ? Will not the familiar sense of the words’ al: 
ways first arise in the mind on sight of the propos 
tion, and remain as the sense intended, until the per- 
sun be better informed by some explanation ? 

If the terms one God are used in a sense analogous 
to one Council or one Triumvirate, then they must be 
understood, in order to obtain the sense of the pro- 
position. Butif by one God be meant one intelligent 
Being, so the terms must be understood, or the mean- 
ing will not be apprehended. 

If by three distinct persons be meant three proper 
persons or beings, we must so understand them. But 
if by three persons be meant only allegorical persons, 
as three modes, or three attributes, or three offices 
personified, the terms must be so explained and un- 
derstood, or the meaning of the proposition will not 
be perceived. 

kk an article of faith, it has been explained in more 
different ways than there are words in the sentence. 
By some modern Trinitarians,* it has been explained 


* Those who believe that the one God is three persens appropriate to 
themselves thename Trinitarians. ‘Therefore the term is here used in that 
sense. But the writer wishes to be understood, that he does not deny the 
scripture doctrine of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, He, however, 
believes the doctrine, that God is three’ persons, does really imply a denial 
ofthe Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit in the scripture sense of those 
terms. Before the Messiah appeared in the flesh God said thus, ‘I have 
put my’spirit upon him.” Isa. xlii. 1. This was prophecy ; and when the 
Messiah was iuducted into office, God proclaimed, * this is my beloved 
Son in whom J am well pleased ;” at the same time “ the spirit of God de 
scended and abode upon him.” John says, ‘* { saw and bare record thot 
this is the Son of God.”—He also said, * God giveth the Spirit not by 
measure untohim.” Thus Gop anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the HoL¥ 
Srrair and with power.” Such. is the scriptural account of the Father, 
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to mean three distinct agents in one Being: But in 
every other case the terms three distinct agents 
mean three distinct beings. These expositors have, 
therefore, yet to explain what they mean by distinct 
agents, in contradistinction to distinct beings. And 
until this be done, we cannot tell what they mean by 
the proposition, or whether they mean any thing 
whi can be understood. 

It is suspected, that the most numerous class of 
divines have meant one whe ne person, and two alle- 
gorical persons, or the wisdom and energy of God 
personified for the Son and Holy Spirit. 

Another class have me gr that by the three 
persons no more is intended than the power, wisdom 
and love of Deity persomfied. : 

A fourth class, 2. three distinct persons, have meant 
three distinct offices. 

A fifth class by three persons mean the same, as 
three beings, some how go united as to.be one God. 
And this, it is suspected, is the most common idea 
among the unlearned who have affixed any meaning 
to the terms. But some divines, as well as many 
other people, use the form of words without any de- 
finite meaning, and do not profess to know what is in- 
tended, or ought to be intended, by them. 

All these various classes profess to believe that 
the proposition centains a truth of the first impor- 
tance. But are we to suppose that it is true in all 
the various senses in which it has been explained ? 
This no person of discernment will pretend. In what 
sense, then, is it true ? If it be true in any one sense, 
and in but one, of What value is the faith of those 
who believe it to be true in any other sense ? the 
are so far from believing the truth affirmed, that they 
believe in error, as really, as those by whom the ar- 
ticle is totally eas With sufficient self-compla- 
ecency, and not a httle censoriousness, has it not been 


the Son,and the Holy Spirit. But in all this account, the Father is the onx 
Gop, Jesus is his Son, and the Holy Spirit is that with which God ancinted 
and endued the Son in whom he was well pleased, 
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pretended that the doctrine of the three distinet per- 
sons in one God has been believed by all the true 
Church of Christ from the days of the Apostle to the 

resent time ? But after all, it may be asked, how 
br have Trinitarians themselves been united in their 
belief? And what has been the amount of their faith ? 
Can it be said that they have been agreed as to the 
meaning of this article of their faith 2 Certainly not: 
for it is well known that from generation to genera- 
tion, divines have, in this respect, been much divided 
in opinion. Has not their agreement consisted merely 
mm sdenittind a form of words, as an article of faith, 
which the best divines have explained in many differ- 
ent senses ? If merely agreeing in a form of words 
implies union of sentiment, we may affirm that all pro- 
fessed Christians have been united in opinion respect- 
ing the character of Christ. For all have admitted 
the proposition that he is “the Christ the Son of the 
living God.” Yet we have seen a great variety ot 
opinions respecting this article of faith ; and about 
the same variety among ‘['rinitarians themselves, re- 
specting the import ot their favourite article—* There 
are three distinct persons in one God.” 

Let any one fix on either of the explanations which 
have been given, and then inguire, whether there be 
any evidence that a majority, even of Trinitarians, 
have believed the proposition in that particular sense. 
Let us farther quire, whether there be not reason to 
suppose, that nine tenths of those who have admitted 
the article, have done this, affixing to the words no 
definite meaning, or one which implies three distinct 
Beings ? And whether it be not a fact, that ninety- 
nine out of a hundred have admitted the form of 
_words on the authority of others, without any careful 
examination respecting their import ? 

I do not, indeed, admit this combination of words 
as a correct expression of any Bible truth. But ex- 
cepting this single circumstance I am, perhaps, 28 
much of a Trinitarian as one half the persons who 
have adopted the article. I believe in the three at- 
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tributes of God, power, wisdom and leve. And this 
is all that some Trinitarian divines have meant by the 
three persons in one God. 

I believe that God acts in three distinct offices, as 
Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier. This is what 
others haye meant by three persons. 

I, also, believe in God, as one proper person or in- 
telligent Being ; and’in his wisdom and energy ; and. 
these may be sometimes personified, ‘Thais, it is sup- 
posed, was the trinity of Origen, of Calvin, and of 
Baxter, and their numerous, genuine followers. Why, 
then, am I not as really a Trinitarian, as the several 
classes whose sentiments have now been represented ? 
These several classes, it is believed, comprise much 
the greater part of all the Trinitarian divines who 
have lived since the year A. D. 381, when the doc- 
trine in question received its “ finishing touch.” Why 
then may Inot have some share in the renown attach- 
ed ‘Trinitarian orthodoxy ? 

It may here be proper to inquire, what virtue or 
praise-worthiness can there be, m believing a propo- 
sition to be true, while its meaning is unknown ? If I 
have evidence that the affirmation was made by God, 
or one inspired by him, my believing it to be true, 
while its meaning is unknown, may be evidence of my 
confidence in the wisdom and veracity of Jehovah.— 
But I may not thus call any man, Father. When 
men state what they believe, in a form of words, not 
found in the scriptures, we have a right to ask what 
they mean. And if they have any definite meaning 
they can make it known. i they say they know not the 
meaning of their own terms; we may safely say, they 
know not what they affirm. If they cannot tell their own 
meaning, how can they reasonably expect others to 
adopt their proposition as an article of faith ? But 
it the writer of a proposition has a definite meaning 
to his words, and that meaning be the truth, yet if 
another adopt it with a different meaning, he im fact 
embraces: error instead of truth. 

[t is the opinion of some ministers, that it is best 
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to give no explanation of the doctrine of ‘three pers, 
sons in one God. ‘They say it is a mystery, a né- 
explanation can be reasonably expected. Hence 
they feel under no obligations to tell what they mean 
by the three distinct persons. Why, then, would it not 
have been infinitely better to have left the subject 
just as it stood im the sacred oracles? Does it become 
men to express, as articles of faith their own opin- 
ions of the import of any passages in the Bible, in 
language which they themselves cannot explain >— 
If there be pentane of scripture which are to us mys- 
terious, would it not be far more wise and safe to let 
them stand as they are, and wait for farther light, 
than to pretend to express their import in proposi- 
tions unintelligible to ourselves and to others ? 
Moreover, if the passages in-the Bible, which are 
supposed to favour the doctrine in question, be real- 
ly mysterious beyond explanation, how does any mor- 
tal know that their meaning is expressed in ne un- 
intelligible ne emp ? To know that this expresses 
the meaning of any passages of scripture, we must 
first know the meaning of those passages, and then 


the meaning of the peenown so as to be able to 


compare them together. Yet men venture to ex- 
— what they say is the meaning of scripture, in 
anguage which they cannot explain. Not only so. 
they make their own unintelligible form of words ap 
essential article of Christian. faith; and that. too, 
while they know not the meaning of their own terms. 

To me it appears, that there is no passage of scrip- 
ture, which has respect to the Father, the Son, or 
the Holy Spirit, which is half so difficult to explain, 
or half so likely to be misunderstood as the proposi- 
tion now under examination. Yet this unintelligible 
combination of words must be considered as so sacred, 
as to be made a criterion of Christian fellowship.— 
But notwithstanding all the importance which men 
have attached to this article, and all the confidence 
with which it has been maintained, it is a serious 
fact, that those whe rejeot it, are no more opposed 1n 
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sentiment to those who embrace it, than those who 
admit it are opposed to each other. And is it not, 
also, a fact, that the greater part of those who have 
adopted the article, are as ignorant of its real im- 

ort as a blind man is of the colours of a rainbow ? 
Ceiling in the “ tradition of the Elders,” without 
examination, they have adopted the proposition, 
either with no meaning, or as great variety of dis- 
cordant meanings, as were supposed in the company 
of unlearned. men who heard it affirmed that there 
are three minutes in one league. 

Js it not much to be lamented, that men of eimi- 
nence in learning and piety, with sentiments really 
discordant, should contend for a human proposition 
which is professedly inexplicable, as though the 
whole fabric of Christianity were depending on this 
as its foundation ? Ifit be an error for people to be- 
lieve a pluralty of self-existent Beings, who can rea- 
sonably doubt that this proposition is of bad tenden- 
ey, if left unexplained ? For whois able to distinguish 
between three persons and three beings ? And might 
we not just as safely tell common people, that there 
are three beings in one God, as three persons in one 
God? They know not any difference between a per- 
son and an intelligent bemg.—And where is the di- 
vine who will hazard his character so far as to at- 
tempt to explain the difference? There may be 
some who will venture to say there is a difference ; 
but I have not known of any one who has attempted 
to state in what the difference consists. If, then, .it 
be a tact, that the terms, three distinct persons, do na- 
turally convey the idea of three distinct peings, and 
no one explains the difference, it is evident that the 
proposition has a direct fe eo to lead people into 
the belief, that there are three distinct intelligent be- 
ings some how united in one God. Does it not, then, 
seriously behove the advocates for the proposition, 
either to agree in some intelligible explanation, or to 
give up the article as useless and of evil tendency ? 

The conduct of one sect, in assuming the title of 
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rational Christians, has justly been accused by Trini- 
tarian writers. But whether some of them have not 
been equally reprehensible may be worthy of consid.’ 
eration. ow much have they laboured to make the 
world believe, that true piety has been found only 
among ‘T'rinitarians ? And which is the most indica- 
tive of pride, for a sect to arrogate to themselves a 
peculiar share 7, rationality, or all the piety in the 
Christian world ? 

For the purpose of self-commendation, or to cast 
an odium on others, or to deter people from a thorough 
examination of their sentiments, or for some other 
purpose not very obvious, some have taken consider- 
able pains to impress the idea that all, or nearly all, 
who deneh from Trinitarianism proceed from bad to 
worse, until they make shipwreck of the faith once 
delivered to the saints. And, of course, when any 
one openly dissents from their creed, they would 
have the public expect that he will totally aposta- 
tize from the Christian faith. Such representations 
procure applause to those who ean thus commend 
themselves ; they excite a jealous, censorious, and 
clamorous spirit towards such as feel bound to dis- 
sent from the popular mystery ; and they, also, de- 
ter multitudes from any impartial examination of the 
doctrine in question, or any thing proposed as more 
scriptural. 

It is my wish not to render evil for evil, or reviling 
for reviling ; but may I not ask whether a resort to 
such methods, for the support of the Trnitarian cause, 
-jsnot beneath the dignity of the clergy of that de- 
nomination’? Does it not evince a want of solid argu- 
ment, and tnattention to the true state of facts 2? Be- 
fore such representations. are any more urged, it is 
wished that Trinitarian writers would attend a hittle 
to the following reasonable inquiries. 

In what sense did the bishops of Constantinople 
understand the terms, Three distinct persons in one 
God ? Dr. Mosheim informs us that it was a council 
in that place which “ gave the finishing touch” to thit 
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doctrine in the year381. As it had not.received “ its 
finishing touch” till that time, itseems to be a matter 
of high importance to know what those bishops meant 
by the terms they used; for the doctrine was then in 
its primitive purity. Had these bishops any definite 
meaning to their words ? or did they mean every thing 
which has since thattime been held by Trinitarians, 
on the ground of this article? If they had but one 
meaning to their proposition, what was that one 
meaning 2 : 

Did they mean that God is three distinct agents ? 
Some would, probably, be pleased to have this grant- 
ed. Let this, fer the present, be admitted as the 
true Trinitarian doctrme. What then has become of 
Caivin, of Baxter, and the many thousands who have 
supposed that the Son and Spirit are the wisdom and 
energy of Deity personified ? And what has been the 
fate of all the other classes of Trinitarians who have 
supposed that the three persons to be three modes, 
or three attributes, or three offices personified ? And 
those also who have so far dissented as to use the 
terms without any meaning ? Are all these classes to 
be considered as apostates, having drawn back unto 
perdition ? 

Again, was the original doctrine of threé persons in 
ene God no more than Origen’s allegorical Trinity, 
improved by the use of the word person? There are 
pretty strong reasons for supposing this to be the 
fact. If so, Calvi, Baxter, and those who agreed 
with them, have been the true Trinitarians. And 
those who have given a different meaning to the pro- 
position have been dissenters. What, then,. will be- 
come of those who hold the three distinct agents in 
one God ? Are they .apostates and in the.road to per- 
dition? Will not the doom, which some have passed 
on all who dissent from the strict Trinitarian doctrine, 
involve themselves among the apostates ° 7 

Moreover, it is well known, that Doctor Watts de- 
parted from the doctrine of three persons m one God 
in the latter part of his life. And do Trinitarians 
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wishto haye it believed that Watts is among the 
damned ? and that all his disciples have gone, or are’ 
going, to the same place of torment ? 

Once more. It is desired, that those who have been 
disposed to deal so largely in censure would consider, 
what a number of apostates might be reckoned up, 
who never Ropar tad, feom the Trinitarian doctrine, 
but have by their practice, made shipwreck not only 
of Christian faith but Christian works. If an inyidi- 
ous mind should make a full collection of such names, 
and attribute their apostaey to their having embraced 
Triaitarian sentiments, might not the catalogue bear 
@ comparison with any which has been made out by 
Trinitarian writers. And would it not be treating 
them, as they have been disposed to treat those who 
have dissented from their opinion? But would it not, 
at the same time, be rendering evil for evil, and re- 
viling for reviling ? 

On such ground, it. would be very easy to raise a 
hue and cry against every denomination of long stand- 
ing. But is it not as abominable as it is easy ? There. 
have been, and are now, many very amiable charac- 
ters among the Trinitarians ; nor . I feel any less 
respect for them on account of the many bad char- 
acters of that denomination. But neither bad nor 
good characters are exclusively of any one sect of 
Christians. 

But although some Trinitarians are not altogether 
so candid toward such as reject their favourite pro- 
position, they are remarkably liberal towards each 
other, in respect to the latitude allowed for explana- 
tion. With any one, of the seven or eight distinct 
opinions as to the import of the term, a man may 
stand on very fair ground. And a man may be 2 
very good and firm Trinitarian, if he only admit the 
favourite article, without any opinion of its real 1m- 
port. The great thing requisite, is, to admit the pro- 
position as true, in seme.sense or other, either known 
or unknown. 


.. There is mdeed.some occasion for this extentive 
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candour in respect to the various ex lanations ;—~ 
for it:must be evident to every person of discernment, 
that the proposition cannot be understood according 
to the natural import of the terms. Its meaning; 
therefore, must be a matter of conjecture. And ev-, 
ery explanation which has yet been given, in a 
greater or less degree contradicts the most obvious 
import of one or other of the terms of the propost- 
tion. Most of the explanations perfectly exclude the 
idea of three distinct persons, and represent God as 
strictly one person, as he is supposed to be by any 
Unitarian. : 

But is it not extraordinary that there should be: 
such zeal for a form of words,,while it is viewed as a 
matter of such indifference what meaning, or whether 
any meaning, be attached to them? What are words _ 
but vehicles for the conveyance of truth? Shall then 
the form of words be held so sacred, and the mean- 
ing of them of noimportance ? 

To this 1t may be replied, thatthe subject is mys- 
terious, and we cannot expect words to be clearly 
explained which are used to express a mystery.— - 
But if the subject be mysterious, then, for conscience 
sake, let it stand in the words of inspiration, and not 
inthe words of human wisdom or human folly. Jf 
the texts of scripture, which are supposed to 
support the proposition, be mysterious beyond 
explanation, is it any thing short of_ extreme 
presumption to pretend to explain them, or to form 
a proposition in other words as expressive of their 
import ? And especially to do this, by a combination 
of terms which no-human bemg can unravel or ex-. 

lain ? i 
: If these passages of scripture be really of mysteri- 
ous and inexplicable import, and the proposition foun- 
ded on them be so likewise, how gam any man know- 
the meaning of either, or whether they are accord- 
ant, or discordant with each other ? Can these things. 
be known otherwise than by special inspira- 


tion? And if the import of the proposition be un- 
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known, can it be less than absurd to attempt to Supe 
port it by the unknown meaning of any passages of 
scripture ? In such an effort do not men attempt to 
opens they know not what, and by they know not 
what ! 

Some will probably think that giving up the pro- 

sition, is giving up a fundamental article of the 

hristian faith. But if its meaning be unknown, how 
can any one know that it contains any gospel doc- 
trine ? For surely this form of words is not found in 
the Bible. And i the meaning be not known it carinot 
be made to appear that giving up the article is giv- 
Ing up any divine truth. 

It may, also, be said, that giving up this proposi- 
tion will be giving up a doctrine which has for many 
ages, been a source of comfort to the friends of 
Christ. But which class of the Trinitarians have 
been the partakers of this supposed comfort? Or 
have all the various classes been alike comforted ?— 
If the comfort has been the same to all, has it not 
resulted from the sound rather than the meaning of 
words ? Or shall we say, that the various and contra- 
dictory meanings have been alike conducive to com- 
fort ? But what shall be said of that class who have 
admitted the article without affixing any meaning to 
the terms? Have they, also, had a share in the com- 
fort ? If so, on what ground has it resulted ? 

It may, perhaps, be supposed by some, that the 
comfort has in a great measure resulted from the hu- 
mility, implied in admitting, as true, a proposition 
will is so perfectly mysterious and unintelligible.— 
But if this fa the ground of the comfort, must not 
some deduction be made from the supposed amount, 
on account of the pride of those several classes who 
have attempted to explain the mystery or to tell the 
meaning of the term? And must not the greater por- 
tion of the comfort be set to the account of those, 
who have been so humble as so receive the form of 
words, as sound, without pretending to know their 
meaning, or even making any serious enquiry respect- 
ing their import ? 
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On the whole, is it not worthy of the most serious 
inquiry, whether the sapposed comfort has not resulted 
chiefly from the popularity of the mystery, and the 
epinion, that true piety and the true church have been 
found only among ‘Frinitarians ? 

But, in calculating the real benefit of 'Frisitarianism 
to the Christian world, it may be proper to have some 
respect to the evils of which it has been productive.— 
It has unquestionably been an occasion of great per- 
plexity and embarrassment (o such Trinitarians as 
have been much in the habit of thinking and inquiry. 
It may have been the occasion of much dissimulation 
with many who have had too great regard to their 
own popularity. It has, in time past, been the occa- 
sion of considerable animosity among different classes 
of its advocates. It has been the occasion of much 
bitterness and alienation between those who have em- 
braced the articles, and those by whom it has been re- 
jected. ‘This bitterness and censeriousness has been 
the occasion of great grief to pious souls of every de- 
nomination. Add to these evils, the enormous flood 
of sinful revilings, poured forth by the contending par- 
ties, and the uncomfortable and unchristian feelings . 
which they have indulged one towards another. 

Now, from the sum total of the supposed good, de- 
duct the sum total of the real evils and mischiefs ; then 
let caNDOUR estimate the amount of real benefit to the 
Christian world ; and will it not pronounce on the 
contested proposition, as Jehovah did on the useless 
Monarch of Babylon ;—TEKEL,—thou art weighed 
in the balance, and art found wanting ? 
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CORRESPONDENCE 
On the Subject of Future Punishment. 
Dear Brother, | 

+» JN my last, I proposed to omit any observations on 
the passage in Peter, until further discusssions might 
more specially require a scriptural explanation of the 
text. But it is now thought expedient (as if wil} 
the sooner bring the subject before our readers) topre- 
sent you with some thoughts on that portion of scrip. 
ture, which may be considered as a postcript to my 
Jast. 
But before I enter on the passage in Peter, permit 
te to remark on your intimation © that you are not cer- 
tain that the prophetic and christian scriptures are si- 
ent on the subject of future punishment.” After which 
intimation you refer to this passage in Peter. Here a 
thought suggests itself, if both the prophetic and chris. 
tian scriptures speak of this future punishment, why 
it would not have been proper to introduce the pro- 
porn testimony on the subject in the first place, so 
hat when the Christian scriptures presented them- 
selves in support of this idea, the relation of the lat- 
ter tothe former, being evident, might render convic- 
tion the more clear ? I further notice that not only all 
which you may think the prophets have said, respect- 
ing a future state of punishment is omitted, but also all 
which our Saviour said, and nothing particularized 
until we come to St. Peter. ‘On this passage in Peter 
‘I present you the following very imperfect sketch of 
what I am, for myself, after much inquiry, fully satis- 
fied is the true. evangelical sense of the apostle. No 
doubt is entertained but you will give my exposition a 
candid examination ; and if you are finally satisfied 
that my arguments on this subject, are not scrip- 
tural, it is hoped you will carefully point out the 

errors. | 
fn inguiry concerning St. Peter’s declaration of 

Christ’s preaching to the spirits in prison. 

_I. Peter iii. 18, 19, 20. For Christ also hath once 
suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might 
bring us to God ; being put to death in the flesh, but 
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quickened by the spirit ; by which also he went and 
preached unto the spirits in prison; which some time 
were disobedient, when once the long suffering of God 
waited in the days of Noah, waile the ark was pre- 
paring, wherein few, that is, eight souls, were saved 
by water. __ pares LEME TR 2, Se 

‘It appears that different opinions have been enter- 
tained of this passage by Christian commentators.— 
‘The Papists make use of it to support their views of a 
purgatory, and a deliverance from a. state of punish- 
ment hereafter. St. Augustine, as well as some other 
of the fathers, is said to have held this opinion of this 
passage UD CUR a is. lar selea mnctensinites 

Mr. Winchester, with some others, who have main- 
tained the doctrine of Universal Restoration, also’ 
agreed with the Papists in the use of this passage.— 
But Protestants in general make a very different appli- 
cation of the text, and say that Christ preached to 
those people in the days of Noah, whose spirits were 
in the prison of hellinthetimeof Peter = = = 

By attending to the different methods, by which 
commentators of various systems get alene with par- 
ticular passages of scripture, it appears that the gen- 
eral system of the commentator govern his application of 
them. Now as it is very certain that many passages 
have, in various ways, suffered violence by reason of 
this arbitrary goverament, su there is room to believe 
that the one under consideration has not escaped this 
calamity. ) ey 

In the present attempt arguments will be delivered 
to disprove both of the above mentioned opinions’}— 
followed by what is thought to be more correct and 
consistant with scripture in general, and especiall.’ 
with the subject on which St. Peter was treating. 

The opinion that the text means that Christ preacli- 
ed in the days of Noah to those whose spirits were in 
the prison of hell at the time when Peter wrote this 
epistle, does not well agree with the words of the text. 
“ Being put to death in the flesh, but qaickened by 
the spirit ; by which also he went and preached to the 
spirits in prison ; which some time were disobedient, 
when once the long-suffering of God waited io the days 
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of Noah.”  Itis the disobedience which the Apostle 
states to have been in the days of Noah, not the preach- 
ing. Again; ‘By which also he wentand preacheu.” 
By what did he go and preach? The relative which 
must either refer to Christ’s being quickened by.the 
spirit, or to the spirit. If it refer to being guickened, 
it then puts the preaching subsequent to Christ’s being 
put to death in the flesh: if it refer to the spirit, it 
means that Christ was the preacher, and the spirit by 
which he was quickened, the spirit by which he preach- 
ed, which likewise favours the idea that the preach- 
ing was subsequent to Christ’s being put to death in the 
flesh. 

Should it be urged that Christ possessed the 
same <yirit in the days of Noah, by which he was 
quickened after being put to death in the flesh, and 
that he preached by that spirit to the people of the old 
world, it may be replied, that though Noah is called a 
preacher of righteousness, we are not informed that he 
preached to the people of his day, or that he preached 
by, the spirit of Christ; and moreover the apostle does 
not make Noah the preacher, but Ghrist who was 

uickened for that purpose after he was put to death 
in the flesh. Hf it had been the intention of Peter to 
express the idea which is here disproved, he would have 
been more likely to have said : By which spirit Noah 
preached to those who were disobedient in his day. 
whose spirits are now in prison, than to say as he did. 
This idea of the preaching of which Peter here speaks, 
being in the days of Noah seems so foreign from the 
text, there is no probability of its ever having been 
thought of, but from the necessity of taking the passa: 
away from the use to which the papis(s put it ; which 
use may now be examined. 

The opinion that Christ weut to a place where the 
spirits of the literally dead were imprisoned for the 
purpose of preaching the gospel to them, which opin- 
ion has been founded on this passage in Peter, is sub- 
ject to. many objections, some of which are the fol- 
lowing. 

4st. This event, which must be considered, if true. 

of equal moment with any particular circumstance at 
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tending the ministry of Jesus Christ, was never oncé 
mentioned by him, that we have any’account of. 
Why Christ.should be particular in mforming his 
disciples, that he should be betrayed by one of them, 
that they all should be offended because of him, that 
he should be delivered into the hands of sinners, that 
he should be crucified, and that he should rise the third 
day ; and moreover, that he would go before them 
into Galilee, and never mention, before or after his 
crucifiixon, this weighty subject, if it were a fact, 
wouid be difficult to account for. | 
if he thought best noi to mention it before, it seems 
he would have communicated it after the event had ac- 
tually taken place.” An opinion involving so much as 
the confining of spirits in a prison from the days of 
the flood to the time of Christ’s crucifixion, and of 
the Redeemer’s going to them after he was quick- 
ened by the spirit, and preaching the gospel to them, 
scems of too much consequence not to have been 
spoken of by the blessed agent himself. 
it may be proper to mention here that the temporal 
circumstanees uf the people before the flood were no- 
ticed by Christ, and compared with the state im 
which the Jews would be at the ‘time of their de- 
struction; but no mention is made by him of their 
condition after the flood. 
2d. No mention is made by any of the prophets, 
who spake of the glorious things which the Messiah 
shoul do, of this mission to the spirits in prison, if 
the meaning of it be what is now under consideration. 
And yet may it not be contended that the prophets, 
have none of them spoken of any particular eyent of - 
the Messsiah’s mission, which is of greater moment, 
than this, if it be a fact? , 
2d. No writer of the New ‘Testament has men- 
tioned this thing except St. Peter. St. Paul, whose 
Writings occupy so large a part of the New Testa- 
ment, has never mentioned a word of this important 
mission to the spirits in prison, if this: mission is ‘to be 
understood in the way which this examination is in. 
tended to disprove, 
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If it-be argued that although this subject be not spok- 
en of by any other writer in the holy Scriptures, as St, 
Peter has mentioned it, as much consequence ought to 
attach to it, as if mentioned by ever so many, or ever 
so often, it is again objected, that Peter does not men- 
tion it by making it of the consequence of a main 
subject of communication or argument. He only 
throws an allusion to it, while Wibolirinig on another 
subject. 
The subject on which the apostle was treating m 
theplace where our text is found was that of suffoe 
ing for righteousness sake, to which he labours to ex. 
hort his Christian brethren. In doing this, he men. 
tions the syfferings of Christ as an example. In this 
example Christ suffered the just for the unjust, to 
bring the unjust to God. He names this with a view 
to incite his brethren to act upon the same principle, 
and to suffer for righteousness sake, if need be, sh 


it might opperate to bring the unrighteous to God. 
The particular subject to which the Apostle alluded 

when he spake of Christ’s preaching to the spirits in 

prison, in consequence of being put to death 


in the 
flesh, and being quickened by the spirit, is thought to 
be this, viz. he went and preached to the Gentiles who 
were dead in trespasses and sins, and of a character 
similar to those abominable people who were destroyed 
by the flood. } | 
During the life of Jesus Christ, he confined his 
ministry to the Jews, charged his disciples to go to 
none of the cities of the Gentiles, and said that he was 
sent to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. But af- 
ter his resurrection he enlarged the mission of the Gos. 
pel, and ordered it to be preached to every creature. 
Now, if we duly consider that St. Peter was writing 
a general epistle to christian professors, throughout 
Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia, 
comprehending multitudes of the Gentile believers as 
~ well as converts from among the Jews, the application 
our text already suggested will appear the more pro- 
- bable. It was saying te the Gentiles ; Christ has sul- 
fered in the flesh for you ; although he was a just and 
holy character, for your sakes, to bring you to God, 
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to the true God, and away from your idols, he was led 
as a lamb to the slaughter. And being quickened by 
the spirit, he comes to the Gentile world with the gos- 
pel of peace and salvation, - , | 

‘It appears not to have been necessary for Christ to 
suffer the just for the unjust, and tobe quickened by 
the spirit in order to preack the gospel. to the Jews, 
for this he did in his own person and by his disciples 
during his life. But concerning the gospel to the 
Gentiles, St. Paul speaks to the Ephesians ; and 
though he does not use the same figure of speech as St. 
Peter did in the passage we are considering, the sub- 
ject is evidently the same. See chap. 2, 11, &c. 
“Wherefore, remember, that ye being in time past 
Gentiles in the flesh, who are calied-uncircumcision by 
that which is called the circumcision in the flesh, made 
by hands ; that at that time ye were without Christ, 
being aliens from the commonwealth of Israel, and 
strangers from the covenant of promise, having no 
hope, and without God in the world.» But now, in 
Christ Jesus, ye who sometimes were far-off, are made 
nigh by the blood of Christ. For he is our peace, 
who hath made both one, and hath broken down ‘the 
middle wall of partition between us ; Having abolished 
in his flesh the enmity, even the law of command- 
ments, contained in ordinances ; for to make in him- 
self of twain one new man, so making peace ; and that 
he might reconcile both unto God, in one body by the 
cross, having slain the enmity thereby, &c. . 

By the passage in Peter, it appears to have been ne- 
cessary for Christ to be put to death in the flesh, and te 
be quickened by the spirit in order that he might go and 
preach to the spirits in prison; and in order for him 
to bring those toGod who knew him not. So also, by 
the words of St, Paul, we see that it was by the cross, 
that the middle wall of partition between the Jews and 
the Gentiles was removed, the enmity slain, and a 
way prepared for the Gentiles’: who were without God 
in the world, to be brought to God, and to be reconciled 
in one body with the Jews. rw | 

If we examine what St. Peter says in reference to 
this subject in the next chapter, our application of the 
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text will be further strengthened. This chapter he- 
gins on the main subject of his exhortation. * Foras- 
much then as Christ hath suffered for us in the flesh, 
arm yourselves likewise with the same mind.” Verses 
3, 6. * For the time past of our life may suffice us to 
have wrought the will of the Gentiles, when we walk. 
ed in lasciviousness, lusts, excess of wine, revellings, 
banquetings, and abominable idolatries ; wherein they 
think it strange that ye run not with them to the same 
excess of riot, speaking evil of you; who shall give 
account to him that is ready to judge the quick and the 
dead. For, for this cause was the gospel preached 
also to them that are dead, that they might be judged 
according to men in the flesh, but live according to 
God in the spirit.” Here it is evident that the A- 
postle was speaking of the abominable idolatrous 
Gentiles, who remained dead in stn, notwithstanding 
the gospel had been preached to them: And it 1s 
furtherinore apparent, according to his words, that 
the gospel was preached to them, that they might 
be on a footing with the Jews, to whom the 
gospel was preached while they were in the flesh, 
dr in the law covenant, and be judged according to 
men in the Jaw, but live according to God in the 
spiritual religion of the gospel. 

That the Jews, while they remained attached to the 
law of works, were, on that account, said to be in flesh 
we learn from St. Paul. See Rom. 7, 5,6. “ For 
when we were in the flesh, the motions of sin which 
were by the law, did work in our members to bring 
forth fruit unto death. But now we are delivered from 
the law, that being dead wheretn we were held ; that 
we should serve in newness of the spirit, and not in 
the oldness of the letter.” ‘The spirit of which the 
Apostle here speaks, is the spirit in which the believ- 
ing Gentiles liyed, as expressed by St. Peter. And 
this is that spirit in which the Jews and the Gentiles 
are made anew in Christ. Again, see Gal. 3, 2, 8. 
This only would I learn of you, received ye the spirit 
by the werks of the law, or by the hearing of faith? 
Are ye so foolish, having begun in the spirit, are ye 
now made perfect by the flesh 2?” Hence law and 
flesh mean the same. 
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If either of the opinions here disproved, be allowed, 
how shall we account for this particularizing the peo- 
ple who lived in the days of Noah? Were not tne 
wicked who lived in after times as much the subject of 
divine government? Instance the Israelites, to whom. 
the law was given; if the spirits of those of the old 
world went inio a state of imprisonment after death, is 
it not reasonable to suppose that the thousands of Is- 
rael who were destroyed for their sins, in the days of 
Moses, went also to this state of confinement ? Yea, 
and all the wicked from Adam to Christ ? If this be 
allowed, then why does St. Peter particularize those 
who were “ disobedient while the ark was prepar- 
ing °°? Will it be contended, that when the Saviour 
descended into hell to preach the gospel to the spi- 
rits in prison, he preached to none but those hi 
were disobedient in the days of Noah. 

Again, it may be proper to ask, what this allusion 
to these whe were literally dead, this preaching to 
spirits inanother world had to do with the subject of 
the apostle’s immediate argument ? In an i to 
show that believers ought to imitate Christ by suf- 
fering for righteousness sake, surely there was no 
necessity of referring to the condition of spirits in 
another state of existence. Nothing that could haye 
been thought of would have been further from his 
subject. But if by spirits in prison, and by those who 
were dead, the apostle meant the unbelieving Gen- 
tiles, who in character resembled the people of the 
old world, and were shut up in the prison of moral 
darkness, then it will appear that the writer kept te 
his subject. For if Christ suffered for such charac- 
ters to bi ng them to God, then those who by such 
means had, been brought out of this “ prison house,” 
from darkness to light, and from death to newness of 
life, by the quickening spirit of Christ, surely ough: 
to arm themselves with the same mind, and suffer in 
the same cause, by which others might be brought out 
of this death and moral darkness. 

Allowing the use of the passage in Peter, as has 
been argued, to be generally correct, it is seen at 
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once, that the Apostle alluded to a subject on whicfi 
many prophecies had been delivered, on which Christ 
himself had spoken with much plainness, and on’ 
which St. Paul laboured with great strength of argu- 
ment. 

The prophet Isaiah no doubt had our subject in 
his mind when he delivered the following testimony. 
Chap. xlu. 6, 7, 8—*“I the Lord have called thee in 
righteousness, and will hold thine hand, and will keep 
thee, and give thee for a covenant of the people for 
a light of the Gentiles; to open the blind eyes, to 
bring out the prisoners from the prison, and them 
that sit in dienes out of the prison-house. [ am 
the Lord ; that is my name ; at my glory will I not 


oe to another; neither my praise to graven images.” 
ere the Gentiles who were worshipers of images, 
are represented as blind and in prison, ef which in- 
firmity they were to be healed, and from which con- 
dition they are promised deliverance by the hand of 
God’s elect. Again, Ch. }xi. 1.—He hath sent me to 
bind up the broken-hearted, to proclaim Zope to 

em 


the captives, and the opening of the prison to t 
that are bound.”—xlix. 9.—* That thou mayest say 
to the shure go forth ; to them that are in dark- 
ness, shew yourselves.” Zech. ix. 10, 11, 12.— 
“ And I will cut off the chariot from Ephraim, and 
the horse from Jerusalem, and the battle bow shall 
be cut off: and he shall speak peace unto the hea- 
then; and his dominion shail be from sea even te 
sea, and from the river even to the ends of the earth. 
As for thee also, by the blood of thy covenant I have 
sent forth thy prisoners out of the pit wherein is no 
water. Turn you to the strong hold, ye prisoners of 
hope.” These quotations from the Bae as are de- 
signed to show that St. Peter’s language was similar 
to the language of the prophets on the same subject. 
I forbear enlarging this communication, with what 
our Saviour has said on the subject, or with what St. 
Paul has written on it. . 

It is believed that most of the erroneous applica- 
tions of particular passages of scripture, are made in 
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caipenpepes of an unwarrantable departure from the 
main thread of discourse into which they were intro- 
duced ; and that the best way to rectify such mis- 
takes is to draw a strait line from the beginning of a 
subject to the end of it, and then to be careful that 
every intervening passage be placed contiguous to 
this line. | 

Though but little has been said on the subject of 
this inquiry, compared with the extent and impor- 
tance of it, it is thought that its general features are 
made sufficiently apparent for the mind of candour to 
judge of them. | 7 ist 
Ifthe reasoning bestowed on this subject should: 
be found wanting, when carefully weighed in the ba- 
lance of divine truth; a hope is entertained that no 
prepossessions will prevent a compliance with what 
shall appear to be more scriptural. On the other 
hand, it is hoped, that notions long imbibed, which 
have no real foundation in truth, may not prevent 
the mind from a consent to what is both reasonable 
and well supported by scripture. 

After thus noticing this passage in Peter, it seems 
proper to suggest, that what you say respect- 
ing what the Apostle says about a future judg- 
ment and sufferings, is thought too general to render 
a reply convenient. It is therefore hoped that such 
testimony relative to those subjects, as is relied on, 
will be brought . forward in due form, by which. its 
force may be seen and carefully considered by 


our’s affectionately, 
. YH bonnets 





Dear Brotuer, 

IF, in my preceding observations on the subject 
of our mutual investigation, I have offended against 
the laws by which all enquiries should be conducted ; 


7 
ie 
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if | have * applied your arguments” or my own, “ te 
the issue of the general question, and not to the par- 
TICULAR question ;” such premature application must 
find its excuse m that inadvertency to which a novice: 
like myself, in close argumentative discussion is ever 
liable ; and must be considered as.a draught upon 
that candour and good temper, for which I have al- 
ways honoured you, as they have been displayed in 
your conduct towards your opponents, in cases invol- 
ving a difference in opinion. [| had, certainly, no wish 
to be too hasty im the application of any argument, 
nor to anticipate the tendency of any evidence ; bui 
as | felt convinced that “ the particular question” in 
this ease was stated with refcrence to “ the issue of 
the general question,” I happened to notice its bear- 
ing upon the general point, as | passed that stage of 
the enquiry- 

If I have been too indefinite in stating the idea, 
that “ a man may suffer in consequence of a sin com- 
mitted, even after he has ceased to commit the sin,” 
I would wish to make the statement more ditinct and 
plain. You observe, that you considered the ques- 
tion to be as follows : can a man suffer in consequence 
of asin committed, even after he has ceased from 
sin? Between the two questions, I see no difference, 
only that one bears the negative form, the other the 
positive. In the one case, the question is “ cannot,” 
d&sc..in the other “can,” &c. I have endeavoured te 
be explicit in exhibiting my views of this point, and 
am still convinced that any man may have committed 
asin a year ago, for which he may now suffer, and 
that more severely than he ever did before ; and 
this without the necessity of supposing a recurrence 
of the same transgression. ‘This is a case, which ap- 
pears to me admits of but little proof, except what 
is drawn from such instances as have already bee! 
adduced, and that testimony which we feel in our own 
experience. ‘If therefore, you, my brother, are pre- 
pared to say that you are never conscious of such 2 
fact, then admiiting the laws of mind to be any rele 











CORRESPONDENCE, &c, 307° 


iw argomentation, we must agree to drop this idea, 
as it can be of no use to us,as we cannot agree as to the 
existence of the fact, of which we might wish to 
avail ourselves. 

1 am, however, quite willing “that our minds 
should be directed to the question, whether punish- 
ment for sin continues longer than sin exists.” ‘This 
yousuggest. ‘Then it will follow that if punishment 
is inflicted hereafter, upon any, it is because they 
continue sinful, and their-rebellion against the right- 
cous government of God has not given way to sub- 
mission and reconciliation to his authority. Here I 
cannot avoid a remark or twoupon the ila idea 
in your last letter. ‘You say, as before, “ you donot 
see the reason for converting the negative'ef our sub- 
ject toa positive, by which it will become incumbent 
upon me to prove that there will be no future pun- 
ishment ;” and you further say, that I “ have treated 
your argument as if it were of that character.” 1 
must be pardoned for suggesting that it appears ne- 
cessary to me that you should prove this ; and thtough 
{ should be sorzy to’urge you to a course inconsistent 
with allowed it yet, that in my opinion, the very 
purposes of our investigation would be defeated with- 
out it. "The views which I have emertained of this 
subject are, inshort, that analogy and appearances 
favour the idea of a future state of punishment, inde- 
pendently of what the holy scriptures indicate on 
that article. I do not therefore consider it enough, 
even if you could show that no scripture gives any 
intimations of a futute punishment, (after I 
am persuaded cannot be shown) that, therefore, 
there is no future punishment. Against all we see 
of the contiuance of open transgression to the end of 
life, some plain texts should be urged which prove 
that all si, and consequently, all punishment have 
come toan end. “These are what we want to be 
informed of, if any data, facts or testimony can be 
— which will give us the light, which Wwe 
heed, 
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I wish to offer a word or two, upon the concluding 
es bi of your last letter ; as it naturally falls m 
oy had said in a previous letter, with refer- 
ence to those in whom we discover no signs of any 
conformity to the divine law, while in this life ; that 
in case they pass into a state of felicity, at once, “ we 
ought to have competent evidence, that the gospel 
promises to take such subjects up, immediately where 
death sets them down.” Upon this you remark, 
that “ my observations may apply to St. Paul, or any 
other Samt, who like him felt the infirmities of the 
law of sin, which is in the members, as well as to 
those who are, while living, less sensible of those 
infirmities.” I am obliged to dissent from this en- 
tirely ; not without a willingness to see it proved if 
itcan be. Your statement seems to carry the fol- 
lowing ideas :—1. That between open violations of 
the divine law, and human infirmities, there is no dif- 
ference, and of consequence that the latter demands 
the same treatment as the former. Now, my bro- 
ther, permit me to ask you, if you do not find, from all 
you know of moral justice, that there is a distinction 
between the two cases, and that the distinction makes 
a hecessary part of the system of natural and moral 
equity ? Did St. Paul make a distinction where there 
was no difference, when he spoke of those “who by 
‘esto continuance in well doing, seek for glory and 
nour and immortality,” and of those “ who are con- 
tentious and do not obey the truth?” And if the first 
class should fail through any infirmity, would moral 
justice deal with them in the same manner as with, 
the latter? 2. Your statement seems to indicate that 
the distinction between “ righteous and wicked, be- 
tween him who seryeth God and him who serveth 
him not,” is useless. I am certainly as little attaced 
to distinctions, where they are not well founded, as 
any person can be, that is, if I know my own heart; 
but the distinctions here alluded to, strike me as found- 
edin the nature of things; and particularly that be- 
tween infirmity and open transgression. If, how- 
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eytr, I have misapprehended your views, or made 
any unproper observations upon them, you will have 
the goodness to set me right. 

I intended, in this communication to haye received 
your arguments, wm your last letter but one, from the 
supposed silence of the several departmens of scrip- 
ture on the doctrine vf future punishment; but I 
have already brought the present paper to a sufficient 
length, I must, therefore, leave those intended ob- 
servations, for a future letter; which some other 
reasons also appear to render more proper than to 
take. up the consideration of those points, at this 


time, Yours, affectionately, 
, KKK OR 


pa | 


Dear Broruer, 


In replying to your last, I will im the first place, 
endeavour to explain a difference where you say you 
see none, but wliet belongs to the mere form of a 
question. The question you state as follows :— 
_* Can a man suffer in consequence of asin committed, 
even after he has ceased to commit the sin?” My 
question as stated by me is as follows : “Can a man 
suffer in consequence of a sin committed even after 
he has ceased from sin?” You will perceive that b 
leaving out “ to commit the,” and by precediug sin wit 
the preposition from, there is an essential difference. 
in the sense of the two sentences. Your question 
supposes a cessation from the particular sin, but al- 
lows that the man may have lived in the habitual 
practice of other crimes. |My question supposes an 
entire destitution of sm. ‘This difference is not only, 
plainly discoverable in the two questions, as they 
were first stated, but was made perfectly evident by 
the following, with which I explained the two ques- 
tions in the place where they are stated, See No. 4, 
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page 210. “If we consider sin in relation to acts jn ’ 
particular, it will be discovered, that one sinful act in- 
duces to another, and this second to a third, and so on. 
and tho’ the first act may haye been forgotten, yet 
as it continues in its effects In overt acts, so it contin- 
ues in its effects of guilt onthe mind. But if we con- 
sider sin distinct from actions, and as it regards the 
moral state of the creature, and then direct our 
minds to the question, whether punishment for sin 
continues longer than sin exists, we shall consider the 
question on the ground on which I have endeavoured 
heretofore to have it decided. ‘The way in which 
this question is supposed to effect our general sub- 
ject, is by discovering the necessity of continuing the 
sinfdl state of man beyond the death of the body, in 
order to contimue a state of punishment beyond that 
period.” I confess that it is difficult for me to ac- 
count for your seeing no difference between our ques- 
tions, especially as | have taken so much pains to be 
understood. In former letters the same idea, of the 
necessity of protracting the sinful state of man be- 
yond death, in order to contmue punishment in a fu- 
ture sfate is repeatedly urged ; and here in the let- 
ter you have now answered, particular care was be- 
stowed on the subject, to set forth the difference be- 
tween what you stated the main question to be, and 
the question as I viewed it. But after all you sce 
nothing more in my question than this : “can a man 
suffer in consequence of a sin committed, even after 
he has ceased to commit the sin ?” 

In your further remarks, you seem careful so to 
express yourself, as to confine the mind to the gen- 
eral qnestion as expressed in the form of your state- 
ment, in distinction from the form which | had been 
careful to give it. You say : “ | have endeavoured to 
be explicit in exhibiting my views of this point, and am 
still convinced that any man may have commurtteda sin 
a year ago, for which he may now suffer, and that more 
severly than he ever did before ; and this without the 
necessity of supposing a recurrence of the same trans- 
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sression.” notice your words ; ‘a recurrence of the 
same transgression.” The man may have lived in 
the constant practice of other sings. Have, I, dear bro- 
ther, ever intimated, either, that the punishment of sin 
will not continue as long assin continues, or that a sin 
cominitted a year ago, may not be punished now, if he 
who committed it continues a sinner? Surely Lt have 
not; and yet you treat the subject exactly as if this 
were the case, and eyen propose to. drop the idea on 
this account. | 

In a section by itself, you seem to have some idea of 
the nature of the argument, as I have frequently stated 
it,and as | have stated it in the question which you con- 
foundea with your own. You say, “ fam, however, quite 
wiling that our minds should be directed to the ques- 
tion, wh ther punishment for sin continues longer than 
sin exists. This you suggest.”” But where did Lsuggest 
this question ? Answer; in the very statement, and its 

illustration, in which you could see nothing different 
from your question above noticed. 

You contend that the purposes of our investigation 
will be defeated, unless I prove, there will be no future 
punishment. Bat why is this the case ? Did you not 
intimate in the commencement of our investigation, that 
you believed there will be a future punishment ?P— 
Moreover, co you not still continue those intimations ? 
if so, why cannot the object of our researches be ob- 
tained, even if you should prove {o our mutual satisfac- 
tion the proposition in favour of which you are labour- 
ing ? Suppose the case was different, and you had 
seen fit to chuse the other side of the general question, 
would you think, in that case, that it did not belong te 
me to support the positive of the question, and that the 
object of our investigation would be defeated if you 
should not-be able to prove that there will be no future 
punishment ? 

Permit me, in this place, to ask aflermy question. 
which I stated long since, and to which I endeavoured 
to call your attention in the letter to which you have 

now replied. The question is found, No. 3, page £88, 
and is the followitig :— In the commencement of an 
investigation of our subject, I will submit for our mra- 
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tual consideration—Whether the doctrine of fuatupé 
punishment be necessarily embraced in the faith of the 
gospel ; leaving all other questions relative to the 
subject to be discussed when it shall be thought ne. 
cessary.”” In your reply, you never hinted whethe: 
you would accept of this question, or not. Nor did 
you direct your argumeuts fo it. In my next, [ la. 
boured very particularly, to bring this question into no- 
tice, and to show you that you had not tréated my ar- 
guments as they related to my question.. You now 
seem willing to allow, that you had directed your re- 
marks to the issue of the general question, rather than 
to the particular subject of my reasoning ; and you in. 
timate a reliance on the candotr of your opponent to 
dispense with what you are pleased to attribute to in- 
advettency. Permit me, my brother, to assure you, 
that no disposition is felt to attribute any thing found 
in your letters to improper motives, and that whatever 
“‘ draughts” may be miade on my candour, will be rea- 
dily granted ; as I am fully satisfied that I need equal 
favours in return, and am confident that you will con- 
tinue a favour of which you have long been so liberal. 
But after all, itshould be our constant endeavour not to 
lose sight of our subject. I must, therefore, agian ask 
after my question, In your last, which is a reply te 
my endeavours to call you attention to it, you do not 
even hint that such a question was ever thought of.— 
But in room of regarding my question, either by ob- 
jecting to the consideration of it, or by directing any ar- 
guments fo reply to it, you directly call on me to prove 
that there will be no future punishment, and think that 
if [ do not, the object of our investigation is defeated. 
Although you persist in contending that it is incum- 
bent on me to prove the negative of our general ques- 
tion, Lam stiil disposed to maintain the reverse, and 
fo contend that it is incumbent on you to attempt to 
prove the possitive of our general question, by the 
testimony and word of divine inspiration. Until this 
is done, and the doctrine of future punishment is pro- 
ved from the word of God, this doctrine is not entitled 
to our belief. I can see.no more propriety in your 
argunent on this subject, than in the following. Those 
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who deny the doctrine ‘of transubstantiation are guilty 
of a departure from the true christian faith, and must 
be so considered, until they prove that the doctrine of 
the real presence is false. It is not incumbent on the 
Papisis to proye this extravagant, unreasonable doc- 
trine. They have a right to incorporate this article in- 
to their creed, unless some body will prove it false.— 
But how can it be done? Is there any divine testimony 
that declares that the priests have not the power to con- 
vert a wafer into the real body of Christ ? 

You think “ that analogy and appearances faveut 
‘the idea of a future state of putlishment, independently 
of what the hely scriptures indicate on that article.”— 
You do not therefore consider it enough, even if I 
could show that no scripture gives any intimations of 
a future punishutent (which you-are persuaded cannot 
be shown) that therefore there is no future punish- 
ment.” You furthermore say :. “ Against all we see 
of the eontinuance of open transgression to the end of 
life, some plain texts should be urged which prove that 
all sin, int consequently all punishment have come to 
anend.” “ Against all we see of the continuance of 
open transgression,” &c. Here lies your argument 
drawn from “ analogy.” Now if I understand you, the 
analogy is to show, that as open transgression contin- 
ues to the end of life, it should be admitted as evidence 
to prove that it continues after death. On my part, it is 
granted, that if by this analogy, or by the testimony of 
the lioly scriptures, it be proved that men continue sin- 
ners after death, they will surely be punished after 
death. Against your argument from this analogy may 
it not be argued that it establishes a doctrine to which 
you can have no disposition to grant your consent P— 
If the continuance of any thing to a ceftain period is 
allowed to prove that it continues beyond that period, 
does it not prove tliat it will continue eternally ? This 
Would maintain the everlasting continuance of all temp 
poral things. This analogy, as used in the argument 
under consideration, supposes that whoever imbibes 
_ erroneous sentiments, and continues in them until death, 
must continue deceived after death. It supposes that 
Wwiwever is governed by fleshly appetites and carnal 
H 
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passions, and continues sountil death, must still remain 
under the government of those appetites and passions 
in a future state.” “The lust of the flesh and the 
lust of the eye, and the period of life,” we see amon 
the visible transitory vanities of our mortal state. We 
see the best of men, the most devout, the most pious, 
in some measure influenced by these things. Others 
seem almost wholly devoted to them. Characters of 
every grade, from the most upright to the most aban- 
doned are every day leaving this mortal state.— 
Where will this analogy, on which you build your ar- 
gument, make a division ? That we may see the real 
properties of this subject, let us suppose that wicked- 
ness may be divided into ten degrees. ‘Then sup- 
e that the best man is guilty of one degree, and the 
worst of ten; other waving characters are placed on 
the intervening eight. Now if the continuing of the 
one on the tenth degree, in this character until death 
‘prove that he continues a sinner after he is dead, does 
‘not the eontinuing of him on the first degree, in this 
character, until death prove that he will continue this 
one degree of sin after death ? And does not this argu- 
‘ment necessarily suppose that the other eight charac- 
‘ters are hereafter continued in their respective de- 
grees of sin? Furthermore, let it be asked, if it be 
“not necessary to involve in this argument from analo- 
gy, the continuance after death of those properties, 
passions ph ay tites from which our temptations to 
sin arise, in order for the continuance of sin? “ Where 
no wood is there the fire goeth out.” “Now the 
_works of the flesh are manifest, which are these : adul- 
tery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, wast 
witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulation, wrath, strife, 
seditions, heresies, envyings, murders drunkenness, 
revilings, and such like.” In. order to continue 
these fruits, is at not necessary to continue the 
tree that bears them? Flesh produces all these 
fruits ; but can they grow from a different source ? 
“The dead know not any thing, neither have they 
any more a reward ; for the memory of them is for- 
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gotten, Also their love, and. their hatred, and, 
their envy is now penished.” What has been said. 
on this argument predicated on analogy, will indicate 
to you that the leniation on which this argument, 
is built, does not ap o me at all sufficient to sup- 
port its superstruc . ' 
[ find you “entirely dissent from my remark, 
where I suggest that we need. * competent evidence 
that the gospel promises, take such subjects (as St. 
Paul) up immediately where death sets them down, 
as much as. we need such evidence to prove this. fae 
yourable .circymstance. respecting those who. die 
without giving any evidence of repentance,” &c. You 
say my “statement seems to carry the followi 
ideas : 1. That between open violations of the divine 
law, and human infirmities,. there is no difference, 
and of consequence that the latter demands the same 
treatment as the former.’ You then ask me, in an 
affectionate manner, as follows: “If I do not find 
from all I know of moral justice, that there is 
a distinction between the two cases, &c.?” In 
reply, it is necessary to remark on the word infirmi- 
ties as used in the passage alluded to. By casting 
your eye on the passage as you correctly quoted it, 
you will see that the word infirmities is twicc used, 
and in both instances so used, as to show that 
the infirmities of the law of sim were intended.— 
Observe, both characters are possessed of the 
infirmities of the law of sin; one is more sen- 
sible of those infirmities than the other. Now if we 
can be assured that death frees one from this law of 
sin, without any gospel promise which gives such as- 
surance, why may we not suppose that it frees the 
other likewise without any gospel promise on the 
subject ? What. knowledge have we of hereafter 
that we do not derive. from gospel promises ? ' 
You ask—« Did St. Paul make a distinction where 
there was no difference, when he spake of those 
“ who by patient continuance in well doing, seek for 
glory. po honour, and eunortany. and of those 
who are contentious and do not o oy the truth? 
And if the first class should fail through any ivriem- 
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iry, would moral justice deal with them in the same 
manner as with the latter ?? What occasion have | 

iven for such questions as these ? Suppose an hun- 
red convicts are confined in a penitentiary for vari- 
_ ous crimes, and of various characters and dispositions, 
The overseer has power totpeatthose men according 
to their conduct. Some are much better disposed 
than others, and accordingly as they behave, the 
overseer grants them priviliges, or restricts them.— 
Suppose they are all confined at the same time, and 
confined for ten years. At the expiration of the ten 
years, all come out. Some come out of dungeons, 
where they had been confined by their bad conduct, 
others had obtained, by their good conduct, the con- | 
fidence and love of the overseer, and were permitted 
to keep his company and eat at his: table ; but now 
all are liberated at the same time. Because they 
are all set at liberty at the same time, does this 
prove that there has been no difference in their con- 
duct while in the penitentiary ? Or does it prove 
that they had not been dealt with according to their 
merits and demerits ? 

“ And if the first class should fail through any 1+ 
FIRMITY, would moral justice deal with them in the 
same manner as with the latter ?” Fail of what? and 
through what infirmity >—Answer—Fail of patient 
continuance in well doing, of seeking for glory and 
honour, and immortality, in consequence of the infir- 
mities of the law of sin. Does not this failure bring 
them into the same situation as the other class ?— 
Yes, and this is just what the Apostle intended to — 
make out, viz. that “ all have sinned and come short 
of the glory of God.” See the connection to which 
you allude. | 

You say—“ 2, Your statement seems to indicate 
that the distinction between ‘ righteous and wicked, 
between him who serveth God and him who serveth 
him not’ is useless.” Does this in fact grow out of 

y statement ? Because-I contend that we want to 
be assured by gospel promises, that all the infirmities 














CORRESPONDENCE. &y. 317 


of the law of sin cease at death with the saint, just 
as much as we need such promises to prove that 
they cease with one of a different character, do | 
thereby contend that the above distinction is useless ? 
I see no connection between my statement and such 
an inference. The difference between him who 
serveth God and him who serveth him not is as evi- 
dently seen in St. Paul as can be exhibited in any two 
persons. Before his conversion he was the one who 
served not God, after his conversion he was the cha- 
racter that served God. Even after he who called 
him by his grace, had revealed his Son in him, he 
could plainly discern, in himself between him who 
served God and him who served him not.. See 
his own account of this in Romans vi. which he 
concludes as follows :—“So then, with the mind I 
myself serve the law of God, but with the flesh 
the law of sin.” ~ After.thus seeing these two 
classes in one man, (St. Paul).and this by his own tes- 
4imony, we may apply your question ; will “ morai 
justice deal with them in the same manner?” When 
St. Paul was * carnal, sold under sin,” moral justice 
condemned him. But when he was enabled by grace 
to serve the law of God, moral justice, approbated 
him. And if, after he was dead, he still found a law 
in his members warring against the law of his 
‘mind, and bringing him into captivity unto the law of 
sin which was in his members, moral justice, no doubt, 
continued the same ministration of condemnation. It 
appears to me that this must be the case with every 
sinner until the Jaw of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus 
shali make him free from thelaw of sm. Having been 
thus particular, I will conclude by informing you, 
that shall wait with expectation for you to attempt 
‘to prove, that the law of sin will remain in force 
another state of existence; and for you to arrange 
those scriptures, which you think have their most 
natural application to'the affirmative of our general 
question. 


Your’s affectionately, 
| PEE RE 


IMPROMPTU. 


ey 
FROM HE CHRISTIAN DISCIPLE, 


Mr. Eprror, 


Isenp you the following Ivrrompty, by a gentle. 
man in England, Alumnus of Harvard University, and 
reputable for his talents and character, It arose lit- 
erally out of the circumstances mentioned. It cons 
tams a moral which the intelligent reader will readi- 
ty apply to every sentiment, forced upon the public 
mind by custom 6r antiquity, and unsupported: by 
reason or scripture, whether such sentiment relates 
to church or state, to war or peace. Some of the 
party present, devoted to m1¢H cHURcH, and to the na- 
tional ecclesiastical establishmerits, were a little in- 
dignant, and thought the reader, who was educated a 
modern dissenter. had evinced a want of reverence 
for THE ONLY TRUE CHURCH. 

In a conversation with a few friends on church gov- 
ernment, a clergyman, who was ef the party, said— 
s¢ No one was entitled to admmister the offices of the 
church, who had not received Episcopal ordination ; 
for wherever episcopal succession is preserved, there 
only is a true I site “ Nulla Ecclesia sine Episco- 
po.” ‘Tertullian, 

The opinion of the gentleman being required, he 
replied—-There is, in the history of one of the Indian 
tribes ra America, an anecdote somewhat analogous, 
which with permission I will read. ‘Taking down a 
book, he apparently read‘ as follows : 

“ As the sun was. hastening to: cool himself in the 
placid waters of Lake Erie, Commemoroonah, 5a- 
chem of the Tuscororas, sat at the door of his wig- 
wam, scouring his red-rusted scalping knife. Bam- 
barrah, his faithful squaw, was preparing hominee for 
the supper of her Lord ; whilst their sons were str!- 
ving, who with truest aim could direct the tomahawk- 

“ At this. interesting moment three envoys ap. 
proached, bearing a talk from Alpequot, the renown- 
ed Sachem of the Chippewas; which they thus de- 


livered; 
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¢ Brother, when the great Spirit created tobacco 
for the solace of red men, he delivered to Animboo- 
nah, father of the Chippewas, a torch which he had 
lighted at the great day star. The Chippewas have 
not suffered this celestial spark to be extinguished ; 
but from it have all our pipes*been ignited for ninety- 
nine thousand five hundred and fifty moons. This 
therefore, and THis eNnLy, is the true canonical’fire ; all 
other is unholy and damnable. (A belt of wampum.) 

“ Brother, I send to you a portion of this sacred 
fire, preserved by UNINTERRUPTED succession, that with 
it you may light your pipe, and diffuse the blessing 
through the natior. (A belt of pace sco B 

“ Accept this, and the Chippewas and ‘Tuscaroras 
will smoke together the calumet of peace, so long as 
the Wabash shall pour its silver water's into the dark 
torrent of the Ohio. Reject it, ‘and instantly shalk 
the red war hatchet be dug from its repose; and 
the warriors of Tuscarora be-given:as'a feast to the 
sons of Animboonah. (A belt of wampum’) : 

“ Decide ! for Alpequot will suffer no pipe to be 
smoked that is not hghted from the fire uninterrupi- 
edly derived from the great day star.” Three belts 
of wampum. 

+ Tothis courtly message Commemoroonah returned 
this talk : ai mis | : 

“ Brothers, Chinquoli my ther, whose 
girdle was always ha qe ie scilpe of Chip- 
pewas, received from William Penn, the white Se 
chem, an amulet, which -enables us to draw fire im- 
MEDIATELY from the great day star. With this the 
Tuscaroras are accustomed tolight their pipes. (A 

belt of wampum. ) 

“ Our young men are expert at the tomahawk ;— 
our squaws are ingenious at ‘roasting prisoners ;— 
and the arm of Commemoroonah has not lost its vi- 
gour.” (Three belts of wampum.) 

In the succeeding moon'the ‘scouts of Tuscarora 
gave notice of the approach of Alpequot, Commemo- 
roonah dressed an-ambuscade. «A A atthe ‘was fought; 
and the bones of the Chippewas now lie bleaching on 
the plains of Muskingum. H. 








POETRY. 





WHAT beauteous visions clear and brigh: 
Attract our ravish’d eyes ; 

By shining day or silent night, 
On earth and in the skiés ‘ 


The dawhing beam of morn how clear, 
That bids the world adieu ; 

.How pleasant do those rays appear, 
That gild the early dew. 


How soft how sweet the robe of greet, 
That virgin naturé wears ; 

How lovely is that flowery scene, 
She on her bosom bears 


‘Those fleecy clouds thet float on high 
Are pleasing to behold ; 

And bright the jewels of the sky; 
Cerulean set with gold. 


Thus nature clad in livery gay 
Doth heavenly wisdom tell, 

Amd whispers goodness in the ray 
That bids the world farewell. 


—art GD Tapio 


TO A TEAR. 


SACRED boon of favourite heaven ! 
Test of reason, pearly tear ! 

In some bounteous moment given, 
Soothing anguish most severe ! 


Melting child of mute affliction, 
Misery’s due, and feelings gem ! 

Precious pledge of young affection, 
Fairest flower on pity’s stem ! 


Reconcilement’s sweet oblation, 
JMfealmg the distemper’d heart ! 
Friendship’s dearest, best libation, 

- Balm for every anxious smart. 


O how near allied tosorrow. 
Are our transports most sincere ! 
Ev'n delight is forc’d to borrow 
Feeling’s rich, expressive tear ! 


Humid eyes that softly ; 
What do your full orbs declare ! 

Dew drops form’d of hope and anguish , 
Love himself has plac’d thee there. 
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